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VETERANS PENSIONS 


TUESDAY, JULY 28, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a.m. in room 2221, 
New Senate Office Building, Senator Harry F. Byrd (chairman) pre- 
siding. 

Present : Senators Byrd, Kerr, Frear, Long, Anderson, Talmadge, 
McCarthy, Hartke, W illiams, C arlson, Bennett, Cotton, and Curtis. 

Also present : I lizabeth B. ‘Springer, chief clerk. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. 

The committee has before it for consideration this morning H.R. 
7650, an act to modify the pension program for veterans of World 
War I, World War II, and the Korean conflict, and their widows and 
children. I place in the record a copy of the bill, an analysis prepared 
by the staff of the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, and reports 
submitted by the Veterans’ Administration and Bureau of the Budget. 

(The bill analysis and departmental reports follow :) 


{H.R. 7650, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


AN ACT To modify the pension programs for veterans of World War I, World War II, and 
the Korean conflict, and their widows and children’ 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the 
“Veterans’ Pension Act of 1959”. 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 503 of title 38, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 


“$503. Determinations with respect to annual income 


“In determining annual income under this chapter, all payments of any kind 
or from any source (including salary, retirement or annuity payments, or similar 
income, which has been waived, irrespective of whether the waiver was made 
pursuant to statute, contract, or otherwise) shall be included except— 

“(1) payments of the six-months’ death gratuity ; 

“(2) donations from public or private relief or welfare organizations; 

“(3) payments under this chapter, and chapters 11 and 13 (except section 
412) of this title; 

“(4) payments under policies of United States Government life insur- 
ance or National Service Life Insurance, and payments of servicemen’s 
indemnity. 

“(5) lump sum death payments under subchapter 11 of chapter 7 of title 
42; 

“(6) payments to an individual under public or private retirement, an- 
nuity, endowment, or similar plans or programs equal to his contributions 
thereto ; 

“(7) amounts equal to amounts paid by a widow or child of a deceased 
veteran for— 

“(A) his just debts, 

“(B) the expenses of his last illness, and 

“(C) the expenses of his burial to the extent such expenses are not 
reimbursed under chapter 23 of this title; 

“(8) proceeds of fire insurance policies.” 
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(b) Subchapter I of chapter 15 of title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following: 
“§ 506. Resource reports and overpayment adjustments 

“(a) As a condition of granting or continuing pension under sections 521 

541, or 542 of this title, the Administrator— : 

“(1) may require from any person applying for, or in receipt of, pension 
thereunder such information, proofs, or evidence as he desires in order to 
determine the annual income and the corpus of the estate of such person: 

“(2) shall require that any such person file each year with the Veterans’ 
Administration (on the form prescribed by him) a report showing the total 
income which he received during the preceding year, the corpus of his estate 
at the end of that year, and his estimate for the then current year of the total 
income he expects to receive and of any expected increase in the corpus of 
his estate ; and 

“(3) shall require that any such person promptly file a revised report 
whenever there is a material change in his estimated annual income or q 
material change in his estimate of the corpus of his estate. 

“(b) If there is an overpayment of pension under section 521, 541, or 542 of 
this title, the amount thereof shall be deducted (unless waived) from any future 
payments made thereunder to the person concerned.” , 

Sec. 3. (a) Section 521 of title 38, United States Code, is amended (1) by 
redesignating subsection (b) as subsection (f); (2) by striking out all that 
follows “habits,” in subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof “pension at the 
rate prescribed by this section.”; and (3) by inserting immediately after sub- 
section (a) the following: 

“(b) If the veteran is unmarried (or married but not living with and not 
reasonably contributing to the support of his spouse) and has no child, pension 
shall be paid at the monthly rate set forth in column II of the following table 
opposite the veteran's annual income as shown in column I: 





| 


“Column I Column IJ 


Annual income 


More Equal to or 
|} than but less than 
| } $H00 $85 
$600 1, 200 70 
1, 200 1, 800 4 


“(e) If the veteran is married and living with or reasonably contributing 
to the support of his spouse, or has a child or children, pension shall be paid 
at the monthly rate set forth in column II of the following table opposite the 
veteran’s annual income as shown 1n column I: 


Annual income 


} More Equal to or 
than but | tha 


$1,000 | > OOO 7 


2, UOO 3, UU : 


a | 


“(d) If the veteran is in need of regular aid and attendance, the monthly 
rate payable to him under subsection (b) or (c) shall be increased by $70. 
“(e) For the purposes of this section— 

“(1) in determining annual income, where a veteran is living with his 
spouse, all income of the spouse which is reasonably available to or for the 
veteran except $1,200, or 50 per centum of such income, whichever is the 
greater, shall be considered as the income of the veteran, unless in the judg- 
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ment of the Administrator to do so would work a hardship upon the vet- 
eran ; 

“(2) a veteran shall be considered as living with a spouse, even though 
they reside apart, unless they are estranged.” 

(b) Section 522 of title 38, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows : 

“$522. Net worth limitation 

“The Administrator shall deny or discontinue payment of pension under 
under all the circumstances, including consideration of the veteran’s income, it 
section 521 of this title when the corpus of the veteran’s estate is such that 
under all the circumstances, including consideration of the veteran’s income, it 
is reasonable that some part of the corpus be consumed for the veteran’s main- 
tenance.” 

Sec. 4. Subchapter III of chapter 15 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out sections 541 through 545 and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

“$541. Widows of World War I, World War II, or Korean conflict veterans 

“(a) The Administrator shall pay to the widow of each veteran of World 
War I, World War II, or the Korean conflict who met the service requirements 
of section 521 of this title, or who at the time of his death was receiving (or en- 
titled to receive) compensation or retirement pay for a service-connected dis- 
ability, pension at the rate prescribed by this section. 

“(b) If there is no child, pension shall be paid at the monthly rate set forth 
in column II of the following table opposite the widow’s annual income as shown 
in column I: 


ee ] 

“Column I Column II 

| _ = _— i 

Annual income 
More Equal to or 

than but less than | 

j 

$600 $60 
eM 1, 200 | 45 | 
1, 200 1, 800 se 


“(c) If there is a widow and one child, pension shall be paid at the monthly 
rate set forth in column II of the following table opposite the widow’s annual 
income as Shown in column I: 


t . —— — - ae 
| . 8 | 
| Column I Column I 
| 
A ial ( ( 
More Equal to or | | 
| 
than but less than 
$1, 000 $75 
| $1, 000 } 2, 000 60 
2 000 | 3 000 40 
| | 
Sa ciilintaaibiittendaali spusineaiemiatlesiiimamtemiial 


“(d) If there is a widow and more than one child, the monthly rate payable 
under subsection (c) shall be increased by $15 for each additional child. 
“(e) No pension shall be paid to a widow of a veteran under this section unless 
she was married to him 
“(1) before (A) December 14, 1944, in the case of a widow of a World 
War I veteran, or (B) January 1, 1957, in the case of a widow of a World 
War II veteran, or (C) February 1, 1965, in the case of a widow of a 
Korean conflict veteran ; or 
“(2) for five or more years; or 
“(3) for any period of time if a child was born of the marriage. 
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“§ 542. Children of World War I, World War II, or Korean conflict veterans 

“(a) Whenever there is no widow entitled to pension under section 541 of this 
title, the Administrator shall pay to the child or children of each veteran of 
World War I, World War II, or the Korean conflict who met the service require. 
ments of section 521 of this title, or who at the time of his death was receiving 
(or entitled to receive) compensation or retirement pay for a service-connected 
disability, pension at the monthly rate of $35 for one child, and $15 for each 
additional child. 

“(b) Pension prescribed by this section shall be paid to eligible children in 
equal shares. 

“(c) No pension shall be paid under this section to a child whose annual 
income, excluding earned income, exceeds $1,800. 


“$543. Net worth limitation 


“The Administrator shall deny or discontinue payment of pension under sgec- 
tions 541 or 542 of this title to a widow or child when the corpus of the estate 
of the survivor concerned is such that under all the circumstances, including con- 
sideration of income, it is reasonable that some part of the corpus be consumed 
for the survivor’s maintenance.” 

Sec. 5. Subchapter II of chapter 17 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following new section: 


“$617. Invalid lift for pensioners 


“The Administrator may furnish an invalid lift, if medically indicated, to 
any veteran in receipt of pension under chapter 15 of this title based on the need 
of regular aid and attendance.” 

Sec. 6. (a) The analysis of chapter 15 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended as follows: 

(1) By striking out “503. Items not considered in determining income.” 
and inserting “503. Determinations with respect to annual income.”; 

(2) By inserting “506. Resource reports and overpayment adjustments.” 
immediately after “505. Payment of pension during confinement in penal 
institutions.” ; 

(3) By striking out “522. Income limitations.” and inserting “522. Net 
worth limitation.” ; and 

(4) By striking out “541. Widows of World War I veterans.” through 
“545. Income limitations.” and inserting 

“541. Widows of World War I, World War II, or Korean conflict veterans. 
“542. Children of World War I, World War LU, or Korean conflict veterans. 
“543. Net worth limitation.” 

(b) The analysis of chapter 17 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 

by inserting immediately below 


“616. Hospital care by other agencies of the United States.” 
the following: 
“617. Invalid lift for pensioners.” 


Sec. 7. (a) Section 1441 of title 10 of the United States Code is amended by 
inserting “and chapter 15” after “415(g)”. 

(b) Section 608 of the Federal Employees’ Pay Act of 1945 (5 U.S.C. 948) 
is amended by striking out “annual income or” and “section 522 or title 38, United 
States Code, or”. 

(c) Subsection (b) of section 20 of the Railroad Retirement Act of 1937 (45 
U.S.C. 228 s-1(b)) is repealed. 

Sec. 8. (a) Any claim for pension which is pending in the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion on June 30, 1960, or any claim for death pension filed thereafter within one 
year from the date of death of a veteran which occurred prior to July 1, 1960, 
shall be adjudicated under title 38, United States Code, in effect on June 30, 1960, 
with respect to the period before July 1, 1960, and, except as provided in sub- 
section (c), under such title, as amended by this Act, thereafter. 

(b) Nothing in this Act shall affect the eligibility of any person receiving 
pension under title 38, United States Code, on June 30, 1960, for pension under 
all applicable provisions of that title in effect on that date for such period or 
periods thereafter with respect to which he can qualify under such provisions. 
This subsection shall not apply in any case for any period after pension is 
granted, pursuant to application, under title 38, United States Code, as amended 
by this Act. 
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(c) Subsection (b) shall apply to those claims within the purview of subsection 
(a) in which it is determined that pension is payable for June 30, 1960. 
Sec. 9. This Act shall take effect on July 1, 1960. 
Passed the House of Representatives June 15, 1959. 
Attest: 
RatpH R. Roserts, Clerk. 


COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFrains, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, OLIN E, TEAGUE, 
CHAIRMAN 


NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED PENSIONS—H.R. 7650 
Title: To modify the pension nrograms for veterans of World War I, World War 
Il, and the Korean conflict, and their widows and children and their 
dependents 
Mr. Teague of Texas. Introduced and referred June 10, 1959 
1. Provides a sliding scale of pensions based on the income and dependency 
status of the recipient. Such scale of pension rates applies to veterans, and to 
widows and children, as indicated below : 





Veteran, no dependents Veteran with dependent 


Annual income Annual income 
ce Monthly Monthly 
a. pension pension 
;| More than But equal to More than- But equal to 
or le than or less than j 
cA x $1, OOF | $90 
Sho 1, 200 $1, 000 | 2 OO 75 
1, 2M 1, 800 4 2, 000 3, On 45 


——_—— 


Above rates increased by $70 when veteran needs regular aid and attendance. 


In addition, for this group the Administrator may furnish an invalid lift. 
(Invalid life benefit applies to all wars.) 
Widows and children 
\ ¥,noct 1 ¥, lel ji ¥, 1 children 
Anm \ i rie 
— Afamnthts Month! equ ; r | Monthly 
But equ | n t 1 pe n f Ra pension 
More t Ni ore to or le | 
than tl ! | 
: 
$600 $60 $1. 000 $7 $1 . for 1 « ld 
| 1 $15 for 
each addi 
tional child, 
$600 1, 200 45 $1, 000 2, 000 60 
1, 201 1. 800 25 2 000 § 000 | A( 
aes ee 
! Plus $15 for each additional child. 


Of all single veterans now receiving pension, 286,000, or 80 percent, will 
get more money. Sixty-two percent, or 270,000, of the veterans with dependents 
get more while 70 percent, or a total of 298,000, widows and orphans stand to 
benefit by passage of this bill. Eighty-seven percent of veterans receiving aid 
and attendance will be increased. 

Of all pensioners, married and single veterans, widows and orphans, 70 per- 
cent will get a raise; 854,000 cases would be increased; 72,000 cases would be 
added to the rolls because of the higher income limits; 206,000 cases would 








6 VETERANS’ PENSIONS 


be added to the rolls because of the equalization of death pension eligibility, 
The total cases helped would be 1,132,000. 

2. All income, regardless of source, counts except : 

(a) payments of the 6 months’ death gratuity ; 

(b) donations from public or private relief or welfare organizations; 

(c) payments by VA of pension, coimpensation, and dependency and ip. 
demnity compensation ; 

(d) payments under policies of U.S. Government life insurance or na- 
tional service life insurance, and payments of servicemen’s indemnity ; 

(e) lump-sum social security death payments; 

(f) payments to an individual under public or private retirement, an- 
nuity, endowment, or similar plans or programs equal to his contributions 
thereto ; 

(g) amounts equal to amounts paid by a widow or child of a deceased 
veteran for— 

(1) his just debts, 

(2) the expenses of his last illness, and 

(3) the expenses of his burial to the extent such expenses are not 
reimbursed by VA; 

(h) proceeds of fire insurance policies. 

3. The income of the spouse (if not estranged) may count as the veteran’s‘n- 
come. In determining annual income, where a veteran is living with his spouse, 
all income of the spouse which is reasonably available to or for the veteran 
except $1,200, or 50 percent of such income, whichever is the greater, shall be 
considered as the income of the veteran, unless in the judgment of the Adminis- 
trator to do so would work a hardship upon the veteran. 

4. All waived income counts. 

5. Discretionary authority for a finding on the net worth of the veteran or 
the widow or child which could lead to a determination that the applicant is 
not eligible for pension because of net worth. 

6. Places World War II and Korean conflict widows and children on same basis 
as widows and children of World War I for purposes of pension eligibility. 

7. Under the savings provision, the amendments to title 38, United States 
Code, will not apply to pensioners on the rolls on the day before the effective 
date unless they seek and are granted pension under the amended title 38. Thus, 
no person on the pension rolls on the day before the effective date shall have 
his pension reduced or shall be removed from the pension rolls because of the 
enactment. All persons on the pension rolls on the day before the effective 
date will be permitted election to the higher rates if they qualify under the new 
program. 

8. Effective July 1, 1960 


Estimate of cost of H.R. 7650 


{In thousands of dollars] 


| 











| Living Deceased | Widow's 
Year Total | veterans | veterans’ | equalization 
} cases 
a ca . einen altel $307, 886 $103, 315 $50, 303 $154, 268 
To wiee es 294, 230 85, 024 47, 121 162, 085 
chide icintogre paca nae 267, 698 49, 222 40, 757 177, 719 
Whee. ES a” : | 227, 900 1 4,481 31, 211 201, 170 
i inisosiwbane ‘ i 174, 830 1 76, 089 18, 483 232, 436 
1970__...- Reese bie | 307, 830 1 53, 616 12 784 364, 229 
Cl iacectihs : Si ‘ > aied 415, 046 1 47, 871 118, 108 481, 025 
re = a ee ae 02, 934 1 95, 278 | 1 20, 023 618, 235 
ies Seleeost an ae 364, 828 | 1 326. 052 | 1 15, 976 706. 856 
sid emeniea ‘ . 105, 772 1 666, 629 111, 235 783, 636 
Tk canes cele 1 18, 575 1 797, 237 | 117, 748 796, 411 
2000 vane ne nal i cade 1125, 514 1 826, 906 | 1 31, 876 | 733, 357 
I ee eionen .| 10,128,140 | 112,383, 149 1 231, 366 22, 742, 655 








1 Savings. 


Hearings: May 9, June 4, 5, 9, and 10, 1959. 

Reported: June 11, 1959; H. Rept. 537. 

Passed: House, June 15, 1959, by division vote, 226 yeas to 3 nays. 
(Pending before Senate Committee on Finance.) 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., July 24, 1959. 
Hon. Harry F. Byrp, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
U.S. Senate, Wushington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your request of June 17, 1959, 
for the views of the Bureau of the Budget with respect to H.R. 7650, a bill “To 
modify the pension programs for veterans of World War I, World War II, and 
the Korean conflict, and their widows and children.” 

On April 15, 1959, the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs submitted a draft 
pill for similar purposes which was introduced as H.R. 6432. This bill was the 
result of thoroughly considered efforts by the executive agencies over a period of 
several years to develop a sound and equitable proposal for modernizing the 
yeterans’ pension laws. It was designed to modify the traditional veterans’ 
pension program so it could continue to serve a useful and proper function under 
present day conditions where the Government has developed other extensive and 
closely related programs to provide income for aged or disabled citizens and for 
their survivors. It still represents our views. 

It has been evident for some time that a thoroughgoing overhaul of the vet- 
erans’ pension laws was needed in order to correct serious deficiencies which 
result in inadequate benefits to the genuinely needy while providing pensions 
to a large and increasing number of veterans who have incomes larger than many 
people who pay taxes for their support. Expenditures for pensions are mount- 
ing rapidly and legislation is badly needed if we are to most effectively spend 
the billions of dollars for pensions projected in the years to come. In the next 
40 years aggregate pension disbursements under present laws are estimated at 
$106 billion—an average of more than $2.5 billion a year. 

We believe the provisions of H.R. 6432 would continue the veterans’ pension 
program on a basis which would be fair to the veterans and yet not impose un- 
necessary burdens upon the taxpayers of the Nation. In keeping with the basic 
principle that pensions are designed to provide assistance to those in need, it 
would increase rates for veterans and dependents of veterans who have little 
or no other income. The largest increases would be for those with families, 
On the other hand, graduated income limitations would provide progressively 
lower pensions to veterans as their other income increases. All income, except 
public or private welfare payments, received by a veteran and his spouse would 
be counted, and assets would be considered, in determining eligibility for pension, 
While the maximum income limitations under the bill would compare favorably 
with those under present law, the sliding income scale and the related provisions 
would provide a more equitable basis for meeting need. These new provisions, 
however, would not be applied to individuals now receiving pensions because 
they would be permitted to continue under provisions of present law as long 
as they remain continuously on the pension rolls. 

H.R. 6432 would increase benefits for 55 percent of all those presently on 
the rolls and would reduce benefits for no person now receiving pension. It would 
require added expenditures of $100 million above present law in its first year, but 
in the next 40 years would reduce significantly the projected outlays under 
existing laws. 

H.R. 7650 embodies some of the features proposed by the administration. It 
uses the graduated income limitations to mitigate the all-or-nothing weakness 
of the present flat income limitations and provide increased pensions to those 
with lesser amounts of other income. It also counts part of the spouse’s income 
and certain other income now excluded from the limitations, as well as assets, 
in determining eligibility for pension. 

However, while paralleling the administration bill in form, the major sub- 
stantive provisions of H.R. 7650 depart significantly from the objectives recom- 
mended by the President in the following respects : 

1. The income limitations proposed are too high to serve as effective tests 
of need. The maximum limits on outside income of $1,800 a year for a single 
veteran and $3,000 a year for a married veteran are $400 and $300 higher, 
respectively, than under present law and higher than the maximum benefits 
provided under social security. 

2. The rates of pension for veterans in the upper permitted income brackets 
are excessive. <A single veteran with $1,800 of income would receive a tax-free 
pension of $480 a year ($2,280 in all). A married veteran with $3,000 of outside 
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income would receive tax-free pension payments of $540 a year ($3,540 in total, 
or even more if the spouse has income). The inadequacy of the proposed 
income limits as tests of need is indicated by the fact that other people with 
income of this size are required to pay $300 to $100 of Federal income taxes, 

3. Insufficient recognition would be given to veterans with dependent children, 
A flat maximum rate of $90 per month would be provided for all veterans with 
dependents, regardless of number, as contrasted with graduated rates of up 
to $100 for veterans with children under the administration proposal. 

4. Large and increasing amounts of income would be exempted from the 
income limitations. The bill entirely exempts other Veterans Administration 
payments. It exempts $1,200 a year or 50 percent, whichever is greater, of the 
spouse’s income. It also exempts social security and other contributory benefits 
completely until the individual has received benefits equal to his prior contriby. 
tions. These exemptions will result in anomalous and wasteful situations undep 
which individuals or families with incomes of $5,000, or even $10,000, a year, 
will be able to receive VA pensions. 

5. Millions of widows and children of World War II and Korean conflict 
veterans would be established as likely potential recipients of veterans pensions 
on the same basis as dependents of World War I veterans. The extensive 
readjustment benefits which have raised the living standard of World War II 
and Korean conflict veterans and their families and tie extension and improye 
ment of our social security procrams so that survivorship protection is almost 
universally enjoyed by them make this costly change of relatively low priority. 

6. The bill, including the provisions for widows and children, would cost $308 
million more than present law the first year. In the next 40 years, instead of 
effecting a saving, it would add $10 billion to the cost of the program under 
present law. 

In the 1960 budget message (p. M73), the President stated: 


“We must continue veterans’ pensions and increase pension rates for those 
who are without other resources, particularly if they have families. However, 
eligibility should be determined according to eff e tests of need, both as to 
income and as to net worth, so that payments will no longer be made where the 


veteran or his family has adequate resources for basic necessities from other 
sources. Properly applied, I believe this approach can better serve those who 
are now in need and at the same time minimize the burden placed on taxpayers 
by present laws.” 

H.R. 7650 represents a considerable departure from the principles recommended 
by the President. On the other hand, enactment of legislation along the lineg 
of H.R. 6482 would be in accord with the program of the President, 
therefore urge that it receive your favorable consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 


and we 


E_mer B. STAats 


icting Director. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
July 24, 1959. 

Hon. Harry F. Byrp, 

Chairman, Committee on Finance, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DearR SENATOR Byrp: I am pleased to respond to your request for report on 
H.R. 7650, 86th Congress. 

The purpose of the bill is to modify the pension programs for veterans of 
World War I, World War II, and the Korean conflict, and their widows and 
children. 

Disability pensions are now available to these veterans if they are seriously 
disabled from causes not related to service. The basic pension rate is $66.16 
monthly and is raised to $78.75 when the disabled veteran is 65 years of age or 
has been on the pension rolls for 10 consecutive years. Those who require aid 
and attendance are paid $135.45 per month. No pension however is paid toa 
single veteran whose annual income exceeds $1,400 or to a married veteran with 
an annual income in excess of $2,700. 

Death pensions are payable to certain widows and orphans of veterans of 
World War I, World War II, or the Korean conflict who die from causes not 
attributable to their service. The basic monthly rate for a widow alone is 
$50.40. If there is a widow and one child the rate is increased to $63, and $7.6 
is payable for each additional child. Pension of $27.30 monthly may be paid 
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for a child if there is no widow, $40.95 for two children, $54.60 for three chil- 
dren, and $7.56 for each additional child. Pension may not be paid to a widow 
or a child whose annual income exceeds $1,400. The widow with one or more 
children is subject to an income limitation of $2,700 annually. 

H.R. 7650 would establish a graduated scale of pension payments which would 
yary according to income and family status. The maximum annual income 
limitation would be $1,800 for a single veteran, a widow, or a child, and $3,000 
fora veteran with a wife or child and for a widow with a child. The monthly 
pension rates would range through three increments from $85 to $40 for a single 
veteran; $90 to $45 for a veteran with wife or child; $60 to $25 for a widow; 
$75 to $40 for a widow and child, plus $15 for each additional child; and $35 
for a child alone, plus $15 for each additional child. The veteran’s rate would 
be increased by $70 monthly if he needs regular aid and attendance. 

In determining annual income the bill would require exclusion of the follow- 
ing: (a) payments of the 6 months’ death gratuity; (b) donations from publie 
or private relief or welfare organizations; (¢c) payments by the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration of pension, compensation, and dependency and indemnity compensa- 
tion; (d) payments under policies of U.S. Government life insurance or na- 
tional service life insurance, and payments of servicemen’s indemnity; (e) lump 
sum social security death payments; (f) payments to an individual under pub- 
lic or private retirement, annuity, endowment, or similar plans or programs 
equal to his contributions thereto; (g) amounts equal to amounts paid by a 
widow or child of a deceased veteran for (1) his just debts, (2) the expenses of 
his last illness, and (3) the expenses of his burial to the extent such expenses 
are not reimbursed by the Veterans’ Administration; and (h) proceeds of fire 
insurance policies. 

Currently (a), (c), (d), (f), and (h) are excluded as well as mustering-ont 
pay, Federal or State bonus payments, railroad retirement benefits, annuities 
paid by service departments to survivors of deceased retired members of the 
Armed Forces, and compensation for overtime performed in the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Other changes in income computation provided by the bill are nonrecognition 
of any waiver of income, and charging the veteran with his spouse’s annual in- 
come in excess of $1.200 or 50 percent, whichever is greater, unless to do so 
would work a hardship on him. Further it grants authority to deny pension 
when the net worth of the claimant’s estate is so large that a part should be used 
for his maintenance. 

Under existing law widows and children of World War II or Korean conflict 
yeterans are ineligible for pension unless the veteran at time of death had some 
percent of service-connected disability. H.R. 7650 would eliminate this require- 
ment and thereby make these groups eligible for death pension on the same basis 
as widows and children of World War I veterans. 

The bill would preserve the eligibility under present law of persons on the 
pension rolls when it would become effective (July 1, 1960), as well as those 
whose claims are pending at that time. The new program would, of course, be 
available to such persons and, if they so elected, it would become the only sys- 
tem under which they might qualify thereafter. 

Section 5 of the bill authorizes the Veterans’ Administration to furnish an 
invalid lift, if medically indicated, to veterans receiving pension based on need 
for aid and attendance. This benefit would be available to eligible veterans of 
all wars. 

You will recall that on April 15, 1959, I submitted to the Senate a proposal to 
modernize the pension programs for veterans of World War I, World War II, 
and the Korean conflict, and their dependents. I pointed out present inequities 
and deficiencies and explained how my proposal would remedy them. H.R. 7650 
embodies a number of the basic principles I advocate. However, in certain areas 
it departs from the concept of pension based on need. 

My proposal recommended the principle of a graduated scale of pension pay- 
ments, I believe the rate tables I recommended are consistent with a pension 
program designed to assist needy veterans and dependents. On the other hand 
the maximum income limitations proposed by H.R. 7650 are too high while the 
tests of need are too low. 

Any program based on need should contain a realistic test of need. H.R. 
7650 departs from this principle in failing to take into account all moneys avail- 
able for support. This is exemplified in its provisions excluding certain pay- 
ments from computation as annual income. The availability of a dollar rather 
than its source should control in determining whether a person needs assistance. 
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H.R. 7650 partially recognizes this principle in requiring that a portion of a 
spouse’s income should be charged to a veteran seeking pension assistance 
The basis for partial exclusion is not apparent. Recognizing the realities of 
the situation, I believe that all of a spouse’s income should be counted if the 
veteran and his spouse are living together. 

While a pensioner is being maintained at Veterans’ Administration expense jp 
a hospital or home, the need on which his pension is based has been materially 
reduced. I have recommended the elimination of this duplication of benefits 
by reducing his pension after a short period of such hospitalization or home care 
H.R. 7650 does not take account of this duplication. ; 

As previously noted the bill provides for equalizing death pension eligibility 
requirements. This was not included in our legislative program this year be. 
cause of the primary importance of correcting the more basic inequities in the 
present pension system. It should be remembered, of course, that veterans of 
World War II, and the Korean conflict have been provided with liberal readjust. 
ment benefits for themselves and their families. 

s The first 5-year net additional cost of H.R. 7650, if enacted, is estimated as 
ollows: 


{In thousands of dollars] 





$s 








| | 
| Living | Deceased | Death 
Year Total | veterans | veterans’ pension 
| } cases equalization 
em? Beret Ls bo = tbe 307, 886 | 103, 315 | 50, 303 | 154, 268 
Te am eee ae 294, 230 85, 024 | 47,121 | 162, 085 
a Sa on tne atvtn alialekandirein 267, 698 49, 222 | 40, 757 77. 719 
ae ae aeiel 227, 900 14,481 | 31, 211 201, 170 
Set Toi irene ak eeldeminaltininiciyts inpeutedemned 174, 830 1 76, 089 18, 483 232, 436 





1 Savings. 


Over the next 40 years H.R. 7650, which includes $22 billion for death pen- 
sion equalization, would cost $10 billion more than existing law. My propo- 
sal, on the other hand, would significantly reduce projected outlays under 
existing law. 

Insofar as it embodies those basic principles I submitted with my proposal 
of April 15, 1959, H.R. 7650 represents a forward step. However, I feel that my 
proposal would provide a more realistic test of need, result in a more equitable 
pension system than is authorized by present law or as it would be amended 
by H.R. 7650, and carry out the President's desire to “better serve those who are 
now in need and at the same time minimize the burden placed on taxpayers 
by present law.” 

Sincerely yours, 
SuMNER G. WHITTIER, Administrator. 

The Cuatrman. The first witness this morning is the very dis- 
tinguished Director of the Bureau of the Budget, Mr. Maurice H. 
Stans. 


STATEMENT OF MAURICE H. STANS, DIRECTOR OF THE BUREAU 
OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Stans. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear 
here this morning at the request of the committee to discuss H.R. 
7650 which was passed by the House on June 15, 1959. 

With me today is Deputy Director Elmer B. Staats and several 
members of the staff of the Bureau and the Commissioner of Social 
Security, William L. Mitchell, who are here to assist the committee 
in answering any questions of detail that the committee may be in- 
terested in following. 

The legislation which you are considering involves major modi- 
fications in the approach to veterans’ pensions and, if enacted, 1s 
likely to determine national policy on veterans’ pensions for many 
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years to come. Moreover, because of the size and cost of the veter- 
ans’ pension program, legislative proposals affecting this program 
are naturally of interest not only to veterans but to all Federal tax- 
payers. cae ; ; ; 

| would like immediately to clear up one point with regard to this 
legislation on which there has apparently been some misunderstand- 
ing in the Congress and by the public. Of the major pension bills 
that have recently been considered by the Congress, the adminis- 
tration has, until the views of the Bureau of the Budget were sub- 
mitted to your committee last Friday, expressed its position only 
on H.R. 6482. 

This is a bill which was transmitted to the Congress by the Admin- 
istrator of Veterans’ Affairs on April 15, 1959. It still is the bill fa- 
yored by the administration. I want to make it as clear as I can that 
H.R. 7650 in its present form is not satisfactory to the administration 
for a number of reasons, 

Mr. Chairman, it has been evident for a number of years that a 
thoroughgoing overhaul of the veterans’ pension programs was needed 
to place these programs on an equitable and sound basis. 

First, it has been clear that a number of serious deficiencies exist 
in the provisions of the present law. These result in inequitable 
treatment of individuals in essentially similar situations. They also 
result in inadequate benefits to the genuinely needy while affording 
pensions to a large and increasing number of veterans who have in- 
comes larger than many people who pay taxes for their support. I 
will discuss this later. 

Second, there have been important changes in our society. The 
veteran population of our Nation has expanded to 23 million; with 
their dependents they constitute nearly 45 percent of our entire popu- 
lation. Also, our social security system has grown and now is appli- 
cable to 9 out of 10 veterans. 

Third, the cost of veterans’ pensions has been mounting rapidly 

with the prospect that the current annual expenditure of $1 billion 
under present law will triple to about $3 billion a year in the next 
several decades and will aggregate more than $100 billion in the next 
40 years. 
' In speaking of veterans’ pensions, it is highly important to bear 
inmind that these are payments which are made by the Government to 
veterans who did not incur any disability while in the service, or 
to their surviving dependents. These non-service-connected pen- 
sions, therefore, must be carefully differentiated from the compensa- 
tion and other benefits which are paid to veterans with service- 
incurred injuries. It is generally recognized that the Government has 
a much more direct obligation to the service disabled than it does to 
individuals who served in the Armed Forces during a war period 
without any injury and who may later require aid for reasons which 
are not related to their prior military service. 

At the direction of the President, the executive agencies have in 
the last 4 years spent a great deal of effort to work out a suitable 
proposal for modernizing veterans’ pensions. Included in these 
efforts was an intensive factfinding study of benefits by the Presi- 
dent’s Commission on Veterans’ Pensions, headed by General of the 
Army Omar N. Bradley. 
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In the 1960 budget message, the President stated : 


We must continue veterans’ pensions and increase pension rates for thoge 
who are without other resources, particularly if they have families. However, 
eligibility should be determined according to effective tests of need, both ag to 
income and as to net worth, so that payments will not longer be made where the 
veteran or his family has adequate resources for basic necessities or from other 
sources. Properly applied, I believe this approach can better serve those who are 
now in need and at the same time minimize the burden placed on taxpayers by 
present laws. 

To carry out the President’s recommendations, the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs on April 15, 1959, submitted to ¢ ners a draft bill 
which was introduced in the House as H.R. 6432. In keeping with 
the basic principle that pensions are designed to provide assistance to 
those in need, this bill proposed ; 

1. Liberally increased pension rates for veterans and surviving de- 
pendents of veterans with little or no other income. For example, for 
veterans with Sepencents, m aximum monthly pension rates weré in- 
creased from $66.15, or $78.75 for those over 65 years old or on the rolls 
more than 10 years, to ‘alee of $90, $95, or $100 a month depending 
upon the number of dependents. This represe ‘nted increases of 14 
to 51 percent over existing rates. It compares with an increase of 
about 8 percent in the cost-of-living index which has occurred since 
1954 when pension rates were last increased. 

Graduated income limitations, generally in five ste Ps . which 


would provide progressively smaller pensions to veterans with pro- 
gressively higher amounts of other income. The maximum income 


limits propos sed—$1,440 for single veterans and a range of $2,740 to 
$2,860 for veterans with depe ndents—were higher than those of $1,400 
and $2,700, respectively, under the existing law. 

3. Inclusion of all income, except public and private welfare pay- 
ments, under the income limitation to be used in determining eligibility 
for pension; and consideration, too, of assets owned by the veteran. 

4. A savings clause for all individuals now receiving pensions, in 
order that they could continne receiving pensions no less than those 
computed under provisions of present law so long as they remain con- 
tinuously on the rolls. 

H.R. 6432 would increase the benefits for 55 percent of all persons 
presently on the rolls and would not reduce benefits for anyone now 
receiving a pension. It would require added expenditures of almost 
$100 million above present law in its first year but in the next 40 years 
would reduce significantly the projected outlays under existing law. 
This would occur principally because payments to newly qualifyi ing 
veterans with higher incomes—which will tend to be higher in future 
years with the growth of social security and other retirement benefits— 
would be reduced under the sliding-scale formula. 

H.R. 7650 as passed by the House does embody some of the con- 
cepts proposed by the administration. It uses graduated income limi- 
tations, which would mitigate the all-or-nothing weakness of the pres- 
ent flat income limitations. It provides increases in pensions for those 
with little or small amounts of other income. It would also count 
part of the spouse’s income and certain other income which is now ex- 
cluded from the income limitations in existing law. It provides for 
consideration of assets in determining eligibility for a pension. 
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In a number of major respects, however, H.R. 7650 departs signifi- 
cantly from the recommendations of the President, particularly from 
his main principle that “eligibility standards should be determined 
according to effective tests of need”: 

1. The income limitations in the bill are too high to serve as an 
effective test of need. The maximum limitations on outside income 
would be $1,800 a year for a single veteran and $3,000 a year for a 
married veteran. These are $400 and $300 a year higher, respec- 
tively, than the present income limitations of $1,400 and $2,700. 

The excessiveness of the maximum income limitations in H.R. 7650 
as measures of need can be demonstrated by comparing them with the 
benefit levels under the old-age, survivors, and disability insurance 
program (OASDI), which was enacted to serve the needs of retired 
and disabled people generally : 

(a) Under H.R. 7650 a single veteran with an income of $1,800 
a year will qualify for a veteran’s pension even though his income 
would then be more than double the average annual OASDI bene- 
fit of $865 now being paid to retired workers. A single veteran 
who is receiving an average OASDI benefit will, under the bill, 
get a tax-free VA pension of $840 a year. It is true that the 
average OASDI benefit will increase through the years. Never- 
theless, under the bill, a single veteran receiving the maximum 
OASDI benefit possible in future years, amounting to $1,524, will 
still get a tax-free VA pension of $480. 

(6) A married veteran would, under H.R. 7650, be allowed a 
top limit of other income of $3,000 a year, and $4,200 or even 
more if his wife has income. The average retired couple under 
OASDI now receives $1,428, and H.R. 7650 would provide such 
a couple a tax-free VA pension of $900 a year more. The maxi- 
mum OASDI benefit in future years for such a couple will be 
$2,286, and H.R. 7650 would provide a tax-free VA pension of 
$540 more, 

In our judgment, the maximum income limitations established by 
H.R. 7650 are too high. They are correspondingly higher in the lower 
brackets which are set in proportion and which actually govern the 
amount of money paid to a larger number of beneficiaries. 

2. The pension rates for veterans in the bill’s upper income brackets 
are too high. A single veteran with $1,800 of income would receive 
a tax-free pension of $480 a year—$2,280 in total. A married veteran 
with $3,000 of outside income would receive a tax-free pension pay- 
ment of $540—$3,540 in total, and would be eligible cs the same 
pension even if his spouse had additional income of $1,200, or in 
some cases more than that. 

The maximum amount of total income including pension under 
H.R. 7650 for a single veteran is $720 a year more than the amount 
proposed in H.R. 6432. For a married veteran with a total income 
of $3,540 it is $680 more. These disparities in the top brackets also 
affect the lower brackets relatively. 

It seems to us that the level of payments to veterans proposed under 
H.R. 7650 is an excessive, long-term burden to the taxpayers who 
must foot the bill, keeping in mind that the veteran population is 
now very large and the number of VA pensioners will be greatly in- 
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creasing. We believe it can be assumed that the number of VA 
pensioners who pay income taxes is relatively small, because their 
OASDI and VA pension benefits are tax free and those over 65 re- 
ceive double tax exemptions. 

People with far less income than the veterans who would receive 
pensions under H.R. 7650 are now required to pay substantial Fed. 
eral income taxes. This can be demonstrated by reference to the 
standard tax table for 1958 issued by the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue. For example, this table shows that a single person would 
start paying Federal tax if his income exceeded $675. A single person 
with an income of $2,280, which is the figure for a veteran in the 
maximum bracket, would be required to pay a Federal tax of $299, 
A married couple, filing jointly under this schedule, would start pay- 
ing tax when income exceeds $1,325 a year; with $3,540 of total income 
which is possible for a married veteran in the top bracket, the tax 
would be $395. 

Data from the Department of the Treasury indicate that a sub- 
stantial proportion of all people who pay Federal personal income 
tax have total incomes lower than the maximum income plus pension 
which would be allowed under H.R. 7650. In 1956, the ~ year for 
which detailed data are available, approximately 43 percent of the 
14 million taxpayers who filed taxable individual returns had adjusted 
gross incomes of $2,280 or less. Similarly, 18 percent of the 32 million 
people filing taxable family returns had incomes of $3,540 or less. 

Information from the Bureau of the Census shows that the great 
majority of people 65 years of age or older have incomes lower than 
the top amounts of $2,280 and $3,540 possible for those receiving 
pensions as provided in H.R. 7650. In 1957 nearly 85 percent had 
incomes less than $2,280 a year. If the Federal Government were to 
underwrite incomes for all our 15 million elderly on the basis proposed 
in H.R. 7650, the cost would be tremendous. 

3. While some of the rates in H.R. 7650 are too high, insufficient 
recognition would be given to disabled veterans who have dependent 
children. A flat maximum rate of $90 per month would be provided 
for all veterans with dependents, regardless of number. This con- 
trasts with graduated rates under the administration bill of up to 
$100 a month for veterans with children. We believe the need prin- 
ciple supports such a scale. 

4. Large amounts of income would be exempted from the income 
limitations proposed under H.R. 7650, and these amounts will in- 
crease into the billions with the passage of time. The provisions 
which produce the most objectionable results are these: 

(a) Exemption of $1,200 or 50 percent, whichever is greater, of 
the spouse’s income. 

(6) Exemption of social security and other contributory benefits 
until the veteran’s contributions have been recouped. 

(c) Exemption of all other VA payments, as well as other income 
equal to the debts of the veteran and the expenses of his last illness 
and burial. 

In a real test of need, there seems no reason to exclude any part 
of the spouse’s income. Moreover, since the bill makes no distinction 
between income to-a spouse from work and from investment or other 
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sources, it would actually create incentives for veterans to transfer 
assets or sources of income to their spouses. 

The exemption of the contributory portion of social security bene- 
fits or other retirement payments until the veteran has recouped the 
full sum of his contributions contradicts the need principle. These 
recurring retirement and annuity payments, regardless of source, are 
available to buy the essentials of living. The significance of these 
exlusions is indicated by the one fact that, while the portion of 
OASDI benefits represented by return of contributions does not 
Joom large at present, it is estimated that by 1985 about one-third 
of all OASDI benefits would not be counted as income under H.R. 
7650. Inasmuch as OASDI benefits will be on the order of $25 billion 
by 1985, this would be a huge loophole. Similarly, billions of dollars 
of company, civil service, or insurance annuity payments would be 
Biawed to go uncounted in determining need for pension. 

Now let me give you a few individual case illustrations: 

(a) H.R. 7650 would permit a retired Federal employee receiving 
$5,000 or more a year from the civil service retirement system to 
obtain a VA pension for several years. 

(b) A professional man, such as a physician, who had purchased 
from an insurance company an annuity of $10,000 or more a year, 
could, depending on his other income, receive a pension until his 
earlier premiums had been recouped; the same would be true of a 
business executive who had contributed to a company retirement 
plan. 

(c) A veteran whose wife has an income of $6,000 a year could 
qualify for pension. 

It is hard to understand why individuals with such substantial 
incomes should be eligible for pensions under a program which is 
intended to be based on need. 

Some of these exemptions from the income limitations are found 
in existing law, but this does not make them desirable or appropriate. 
They result in anomalous and wasteful situations. If allowed to con- 
tinue in H.R. 7650 they will go far toward undermining the effective- 
ness of the need principle. 

5. H.R. 7650 would provide a separate $1,800 exemption for each 
child of a deceased veteran without regard to the financial situation 
of the mother or of the child’s foster father. Even earned income 
would be exempted from this limitation. For example, under this 
provision three children would have a combined exemption of $5,400 
a year for income such as social security payments, plus whatever 
they earned. The net result of these income provisions would be the 
payment of pensions to practically all minor children of deceased 
veterans. 

6. The bill would also liberalize the eligibility requirements for 
dependents of deceased World War II and Korean conflict veterans 
so that they correspond to present requirements for survivors of 
World War I veterans. Since there are 20 million World War II 
and Korean conflict veterans, this would establish many millions of 

widows and children as potential recipients of pensions. 
Extensive readjustment benefits have helped to increase the oppor- 
tunities and raise the living standards of World War II and Korean 
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conflict. veterans and their families. These veterans are also in 
much different situation than veterans of earlier wars, because with 
the extension and improvement of our social security programs 90 
percent of them are currently insured under the surv ivorship provi- 
sions of OASDI. Furthermore, dependents of World War I veterans 
did not receive eligibility on the basis proposed by H.R. 7650 unti] 
1944, 26 years after that war ended, whereas only 14 years haye 
elapsed since the end of World War II. 
We believe that the eligibility requirements for survivors incorpor- 
ated in H.R, 7650, which would cost $154 million the first year and 
$23 billion in the next 40 years, are not as meritorious as other changes 
favored by the adminis stration and are particularly undesir: able i in 
their present form in view of the high income limitations and the 
pemeneee exemptions w hich, as I have pointed out above, depart from 
the principle of need—a principle which, we believe, should be as 
applicable to widows and children as to veterans. 
H.R. 7650 is a bill that, in the eyes of the administration, is too 
costly to the American taxpayer. In its first year the benefits pro. 
vided by the bill would cost $308 million more than anthorized by 
present law. In other words, there would be an immediate increa 
of 30 percent in Federal expenditures for non-service-connected vai 
erans’ pensions. Furthermore, over the next 40 years, H.R. 765 
would add $10 billion to the cost of these pensions under present law 
whereas the administration proposal would, with liberal pensions but 
a strict test of need, reduce future pension costs. This is illustrated 
in the following table: 
Projected pension costs 
Tn millions} 


| 
| . 
} | Net change from present 
} law 

Fiscal year | Present law | 


| H.R. 7650 H.R. 6432 





Ist year__... — m ; , $993 +$308 | +$98 
2d year_.. 1, O38 +204 | +48 
Ps ccnascok : a 1, 128 | +268 —i8 
1965 ‘ : 1, 144 +175 | —42 
1975 piel ‘ 1, 833 | +415 | —672 
1985. ms 2 047 | 4-365 —1, 380 
Cumulative to year 2090 Pe . 


105, 737 +10, 128 —47, 862 


If the veterans’ pension system is to be reasonable, we believe it 
must be modified so that payments are fully justified on the basis 
of real need, which means that they must be properly related to other 
social welfare programs and must take account of other veterans’ 
benefits. 

Readjustment benefits, for example, have provided education and 
training, unemployment compensation, and home loan benefits for 
W orld War II and Korean conflict veterans at a cost to date of about 
$27 billion. Furthermore, we should and will continue to provide 
disability and death compensation and hospital and other benefits for 
veterans disabled in service, who are our first responsibility. 

The Federal Government is presently spending $5 billion a yea 
for veterans’ services and benefits and veterans already enjoy a hizhly 
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preferred position among the groups which receive special Federal 
assistance. 

There is one more important point. World and domestic develop- 
ments have placed upon the Federal Government a whole range of 
urgent responsibilities which have resulted in the continuation “of a 
high Federal budget and create the prospect that financial stringency 
will continue for many years. Continuing world tension requires ‘1: arge 
security expenditures, and there are also great pressures for expansion 
in a wide range of domestic programs. ‘The continuation of Federal 
expenditures and taxes at record peacetime levels has helped generate 
Eiiionary pressures, which, if allowed to continue unabated can 
weaken our whole economy. In this situation, there are many claim- 
ants for Federal resources and not all desires can be met. 

We are gratified that the principle of basing veterans’ pensions 
on need has received wide acceptance. However, this will mean little 
or nothing if the income Imitations and other spec ific provisions of 
law which govern the payment of veterans’ pensions are allowed to 
deviate to widely from the basic standards in the other social pro- 
grams applic: able to the general population. 

We support the continuation of a separate veter: ans’ pension system. 
However, we believe that the benefit provisions of H.R. 7650 are de- 
ficient in the many respects which I have noi ed and that the cost of 
pensions under this bill would be far higher than is necessary. We 
urge your committee to adopt a pension bill which will provide a 
sound, equitable, and adequate program free from the serious defects 
which H.R. 7650 contains. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Stans. 

Mr. Stans, do I understand that this bill as passed by the House 
would increase the non-service-connected pensions by 30 percent ? 

Mr. Stans. In the first year. 

The Cuarrman. How much would the increase be over the 40-year 
period / 

Mr. Stans. The increase would be $10 billion between now and the 
year 2000, 

The Cuairman. How long has it been since the last increase ? 

Mr. Srans. The last increase in pensions, I understand, occurred 
in 1954. 

The Cuamman. Was it last year that this committee reported on a 
bill granting a 10-percent increase for those in the service-connected 
categories ¢ 

Mr. Stans. As I understand it, the bill that was reported out was 
enacted last year, but I am not sure of the percentage at the moment. 

The Cuairman. Can that information be furnished ? 

Mr. Stans. I will furni h it for the record. 

(The information supplied by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget follows :) 

The last general increase in veterans’ service-connected disability compensa- 
tion rates was authorized by Public Law 85-168, approved August 27, 1957. It 
provided increases of 10 percent in basic rates for disabilities rated from 10 to 
90 percent in degree and in the aditional allowances for dependents. The basic 
rate for total disability was increased from $181 to $225 a month (about 24 
percent). Most statutory rates were increased 10 percent, although some were 
raised by 30 percent and others were left unchanged. The estimated first-year 
cost of the bill was $169,700,000. 











18 VETERANS’ 


PENSIONS 


The Cuarrman. It is my recollection that it was 10 percent. 
Mr. Stans, are you prepared to furnish a statement showing an 
itemized cost comparison between the House bill and the administra. 


tion bill? 


Mr. Srans. Breaking down each of the money changes in cost, J 
am not prepared today, but I will be very glad to supply that to the 
committee with the assistance of the Veterans’ Administration. 

(The following was later received for the record :) 


H.R. 7650 compared with present law 


1ST-YEAR COST ANALYSIS 


{In thousands of dollars] 


Total 





Present law cost ! 
H.R. 7650 cost changes:? 
Increased total cost 
Rate changes 
Income limitation increases 
Invalid lift 
Equalization 
Decreased total cost (protected by savings 
provision) 
Rate changes 
Corpus of estate 
Income exclusion 


$122, 796 
30, 432 
390 

154, 268 


69, 872 
45, 005 
4,170 
20, 697 


Total cost pension program under 


H.R. 7650 1, 


Total cumulative cost (without equalization 
(to year 2000 


Total cumulative cost (with equalization 
1 


(to year 2000) 115 


iST-YEAR CASELOAD 


On rolls present legislation _. 
On rolls under proposal 
New cases 
Entitled under liberalization by income 
Equalization for dependents of deceased 
Veterans World War II or Korea 
Increased cases (70 percent 
Protected cases (30 percent 
From decreases 
Terminations (exceeded income limitation | 
under the proposal) 


1 World War I, World War II, and Korean conflict 


93, 


$992, 703 


307, 886 


0 


300, 589 
122, 710 


865, 365 


1, 223, 400 
1, 501, 100 


— a 


277, 700 


(72, 000) 


(205, 700) 


854, 400 
369, 000 


(339, 700) 


(29, 300 


ANALYSIS 


Living veterans 


$729, 216 


103, 315 
$86, 349 
16, 576 


390 


52, 967 0 
29, 100 
3, 170 


20, 697 


832, 531 


795, 000 
826, 500 
31, 500 
(31, 500 


556, 400 
238, 600 
(211, 300) 


(27, 300 


Deceased veter- 


1, 


ans’ 


447 


, 856 
54, 268 


», 905 
5, 905 


000 


cases 


$263, 487 
204, 571 





428, 400 
674, 600 
246, 200 
(40, 500) 


(205, 700) 
298, 000 
130, 400 

(128, 400) 


(2, 000) 


2 Limitation of spouse income provision to $1,200 or 44 reduced terminations or decreases by $17,557,000. 


-_ 


Present 
HR. 64 
Incr 


Dec 
pr 


Total ct 


—_— 


On roll 
On roll 
New ¢ 
En 
Incre 1s 
Protec’ 
Fr 
Te 
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H.R. 6432 compared with present law 
IST YEAR COST ANALYSIS 


{In thousands of dollars] 


————— = NN 2a - SS 





Total Living veterans 
ms ss imseestbapcieideindd diiteasineah eandodmaamapaiiaaaitetadedamaentadcermmetea 
Present law cost ! ‘ uglinnaetiiadaniintndibaameon $992, 703 $729, 216 
HLR. 6432 cost changes: ? 
Increased total cost. _- ieecsvsvaabisecin 97,705 78, 555 
Rate changes. -. -----|$95, 613 $77, 210 
Income limitation increases. } 2,092 1, 345 
Decreised total cost (protected by savings | 
provision) : ; |230, 907 0 |170, 069 0 
Rate changes. ---.-- brevis 146, 470 1108, 556 
Corpus of estate 4,170 | 3,170 
Government maintenance : 12, 000 | 12,000 
Income exclusion 3 68, 267 | 55, 343 
Total cost pension program under | | 
H.R. 6432 ! _ ¥ 1, 090, 408 807,771 
Total cumulative cost (to year 2000 5 naa 57, 875, 687 





IST YEAR CASELOAD ANALYSIS 





} 
| 
| 
$18, 403 
| 747 

51, 838 
| 37, 914 
| 1,000 


2, 924 


| 
On rolls present legislation _. . ‘ 1, 223, 400 | 795, 000 
On rolls under proposal anal 1, 235, 221 | 801, 600 
New cases } 12, 821 6, 600 
Entitled under liberalization by income | (12, 821) 6, 600 | 
Increised cases aa | 4 669,055 | 8 441, 526 
Protected cases rs 7 554, 345 | 8 353, 474 
From decre ises (469, 521) (293, 082) 
Termin itions (exceeded income limitation | 
under the proposal) scat | (84, 824) (60, 392 


World War I, World War II, and Korein conflict. 
4 Limitation of spouse income provision to $1,200 or 44 reduced termination cre 
‘Includes effect of spouses income. 

455 percent. 

556 percent. 

$53 percent. 

745 percent. 

$44 percent. 

47 percent. 


19 


Deceased veter- 
ans’ cases 


$263, 487 


19, 150 


428, 000 
434, 621 
6, 221 
6, 221 
6 227, 529 
§ 200, 871 
(176, 439) 


(24, 432) 


sases by $35,114,000. 
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Comparison of H. R. 6432 with H.R. 7650 
1IST-YEAR COST ANALYSIS 


[In thousands of dollars} 











H.R. 6432, 8th Cong. H.R. 7650, 86th Cong 











sitininlwatniaihaisilin ha sisted deetbinasbeatainteacaeaeaameieasies —— “ ee 
I en ac asl ndaletensan . eae $992, 703 2 
Cost changes: ? $002, 708 
se cee anne uintadeniiedeaal 97, 705 307, 886 
Rate changes Hie ek $95, 613 1$122, 796 : 
Income limitation increases........---------- 2, 092 30, 432 
Invalid lift ee Oe TR ~— 390 
Equalization 154, 268 
Decreased total cost (protected by savings ‘provis jon) _- 230, 907 0| 69.872 0 
cia can inaaence qaniedesiies af 146, 470 | 45.005 
Corpus of estate = | 4,170 | 4,170 
Government maintenance - 12, 000 
Income exclusions 3 ‘ 68, 267 20, 697 
Total cost pension program ! | 1, 090, 408 1, 300, 589 
Total cumulative cost (without equalization) (to year 2000) 57, 875, 687 93, 122, 710 
Total cumulative cost (with equalization) (to year 2000 115, 865, 365 
IST-YEAR CASELOAD ANALYSIS 
On rolls present lecislation ; = 1, 223, 490 1, 223, 400 
On rolls under proposal ; + : é 1, 236, 221 1, 501, 100 
New cases , 12. 821 277, 700 
Entitled under liberalization by income (12, 821 (72, 000) 
Equalization for dependent of deceased veterans World 
W ar II or Korea ; (205, 700) 
Increased cases 4 669, 055 5 854, 400 
Protected cases i 654. 345 7 360 000 
From decreases (469, 521 (339, 700) 
Terminations (exceeded income limitation under the 
proposal 84, 824 (29, 300) 
i rid War I, World War IT, and Korean conflict 
2 tation of spouse income provision to $1,200 or 44 reduced terminations or d 
3 Includes effect of spouses incom« 
455 percent. 


87 70 percent. 
€45 percent. 
730 percent. 


The CHarrman. The bill before the committee, as I understand it, 
takes in all the widows of non-service-connected veterans. 

Mr. Srans. That’s correct. 

The CHarrman. At the present time World War II widows are 
eligible provided the veteran has 10 percent or more disability! 

Mr. Srans. Providing he had a disability of zero percent or greater. 

The Cuarrman. Under present law / 

Mr. Srans. That is what I was referring to. That is what I under- 
stand. 

Mr. Chairman, on some of these technical questions, it might be 
helpful if Mr. Whittier, the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, could 
come to he tab le with me and he ‘Ip to answer them. 

The Cuarrman. What is the answer to that q iestion ? 

Mr. Wuirtier. 10 percent, Mr. Sica, 

The CuHarrman. Is what? 

Mr. Wuiritier. 10 percent. 

The Cuarrmay. In other words, a widow is only eligible for pen- 
sion providing she has been married to a veteran that had a minimum 
of 10-percent disability. 

Will you identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. Wuirrtrer. Sumner Whittier. I am the Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs. 
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I think the problem that is being discussed is sometimes referred to 
ss equalization or parity. There is a distinction in the treatment 
between the widows of World War I and the widows of World War 
[I veterans. 

The CHarrmMan. I am speaking of World War II. I am not speak- 
ing of World War I. 

{r. Wuittier. In order to be eligible for World War II, a widow 
needs some service-connected percentage; the husband at the time of 
death must have some percentage of service-connected disability. 

The Cuarrman. How long were World War I widows in this situ- 
ation before the qualifications were liberalized to the present point? 

Mr. Wuirrrer. I should think about 26 years. 

The Cuarrman. And for World War II widows the time would be 
14 years ¢ 

Mr. Wuirrter. That’s correct, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. In other words, that is 12 years sooner ? 

Mr. Wuirrter. That would be correct, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. At the present time, there must have been some 
degree of disability for a widow to be eligible ? 

Mr. Wuirrrer. The husband must have had some degree of service- 
connected disability at the time of the veteran’s de: ath in order for 
his widow to be eligible. 

The Cuarrman. I understood it was 10 percent, but you say it may 
be less ? 

Mr. Wuirrtter. It need not be 10 percent. It can be less than 10 

reent. 

The Cuarrman. It can be less than 10 percent. Is there a fixed 
minimum ¢ 

Mr. Wuirrter. I think the law says, zero percent. 

The CuarrMan. Zero percent ? 

Mr. Wuirrier. Zero percent. 

The Cuamman. That means none? 

Senator Kerr. Would the Senator yield ? 

Are you telling the committee, Mr. Administrator, that under the 
law in order for eligibility not to exist there must be no service- 
connected disability ¢ 

Mr. Wuirtier. Not quite, sir. The Veterans’ Administration—— 

Senator Kerr. If there is zero disability, there is no eligibility for 
pension, is there? 

Mr. Wuirrrier. No, there is a distinction, sir, between having an 
ascertainable disability and having a zero percentage of disability. 

A zero percentage means there was a service- -connected disability 
which is now latent or dormant and which may increase at some 
time, may return. 

Senator Kerr. Well, the distinction is that there must be service- 
connected disability ? 

Mr. Wuirrier. That is the basic distinction. 

Senator Kerr. Although, at the time, even, of death, that might not 
be to the extent of being effective to the extent that it would be 
determinable ? 

Mr. Wnuittrier. You are absolutely right, Senator. A man may 
have been killed from a non-service-connected cause. He may have 
died of influenza or in an automobile accident. 
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The distinction of whether or not his widow would be eligible wags 
whether or not at the time of that death he had a percentage of ag. 
certainable disability granted by the Veterans’ Administration » SErVice 
connected. 

Senator Kerr. Thank you. 

The Cuairman. The law says, “at the time of his death had q 
service-connected disability for which compensation would be payable 
at 10 per centum or more in degree disabling, or at the time of his 
death the veteran was receiving or was entitled to receive compensa- 
tion based upon service-connec ted disability” ? 

Mr. Wuirrter. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The law says service-connected disability, but it 
doesn’t say the extent. 

What is the minimum percentage ? 

Mr. Driver. Mr. Chairman, I am William J. Driver, Chief Bene. 
fits Director, Department of Veterans Benefits. 

In order to draw compensation, he must have a minimum disability 
ratable at 10 percent but in order for the widow to be eligible there 
must have been present at the time of death a condition, recardless of 
its degree, 1, 2, 3, 4 percent, which, if it had been rat: ible at 10 per- 
cent, would have been compensable, so that actually, in order for the 
widow to be eligible, the severity of the disability does not have to 
be great enough to qualify for compensation. 

The Caatrman. How many widows would come in under the pro- 
vision in the House bill ? 

Mr. Driver. An addition of about 206,000. 

The CHatrMan, Is there any question about the fact that under 
present law a widow is eligible if there is any service-connected 
disability ? 

Mr. Driver. That’s right, sir. 

The CuHarmman. This House bill eliminates all requirements for 
service-connected disability ? 

Mr. Driver. There must just have been the required number of 
days’ service on the part of the veteran and the meeting of the income 
limitation on the part of the widow or child. 

The CHatrMan. But under the pending bill there is no require 
ment for any service disability. 

Mr. Driver. That is correct, sir. The number of cases, sir, in the 
first year, we would add 205,700, approximately. 

The Cuamman. What would this cost ? 

Mr. Driver. The cost of that would be $154 million. 

The Cuamman. You figure these programs, as I understand it, on 
the average life expectancy of those affected, is that right? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The CHatrmMan. And that is 40 years? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The CuHarrman. Over the 40-year period, how much would this 
widow provision in the House bill cost 4 

Mr. Driver. Approximately $22 billion. 

The Cuatrman. Now, do you have other items of increased cost un- 
der the House bill as compared with the administration bill? 

Mr. Driver. I have a breakdown of the cost of the House bill. I 
haven’t got them compared. 
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The CuarrmMan. Do you have a comparison with the present law? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. The committee would like the comparison with the 
resent law and with the bill recommended by the administration. 

he administration bill proposes some increases ? 

Mr. Stans. Yes, it did: and some decreases. 

The Cuairman. So we would like to have an itemized comparison 
with present law and with administration recommendations. 

Mr. Stans. We will present that in a table. 

The CuarrMan. You do not have it with you? 

Mr. Stans. No, sir. 

Mr. Driver. I have all but the data comparing a detailed break- 
down of H.R. 7650 with the administration bill. The cost of the 

resent law for the cases weare talking about, World War I, World 
War II, and Korea, is just under $1 billion—$992,702,000. 

The increase proposed in the administration’s bill would be just 
short of $98 million—$97.7 the first year; and, of course, there was 
no provision in the proposal for the equalization of the widows feature. 

‘he increase proposed by H.R. 7650, the bill which passed the House 
isin total of $307,886,000. 

Senator Kerr. Over present law? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. $209 million over the administration bill ? 

Mr. Driver. Approximately, yes. The breakdown on that cost in 
total is as follows: 

For living veterans, $103,315,000. This would go to veterans them- 
selves. 

For decreased veterans cases, to the widows and orphans of deceased 
veterans, $204,570,758. 

Senator Kerr. Just right there, the administration bill would pro- 
vide that the $98 million increase over present law, what that would 
be to living veterans—— 

Mr. Driver. Living veterans, and also widows who qualified under 
present law. 

There are rate increases proposed. 

Senator Kerr. So that insofar as the cost for the first ‘year is con- 
cerned, as between the administration bill and the bill before us, it 
comes about by reason of the provision for benefits to the widows of 
the Korean war and later? 

Mr. Driver. That isn’t true altogether, sir. 

Senator Kerr. I said, in the main. 

Mr. Driver. The largest single item of cost in the House proposal 
is the equalization feature for widows and orphans. 

Senator Kerr. You said that would be $203 million? 

Mr. Driver. No, sir; that provision, the equalization provision, is 
$154 million. 

Now, you must know that on the rolls under present law we have 
a substantial number of widows and orphans cases from World War 
I and we also have World War II and Korean widows who qualify 
because the veteran at the time of death met the service-connected 
requirement. 

The Cuarrman. The new widow provisions account for about half 
the total cost of the House bill ? 
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Mr. Driver. Yes, sir, for the first year. 

For deceased cases, there are about $150 million for the new feature 
for equalization of World War II and Korean cases, and another 
$50 million which would go to cases already on the rolls qualifying 
under present law. ) 

Going back to the breakdown again, $122,795,000 is due to rate 
increases proposed by the bill; $154,268,000 to equalization. 

There is $69,872,000 due to the savings provision, the so-called 
grandfather clause in the bill. 

The Cuatmrman. That aggregates $307,885,000. 

Over the period of 40 years, what would be the total cost? 

Mr. Driver. $10 million above the present law. 

The CHarrman. I understood you to say the widow provision 
would cost $22 billion ? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. The proposal, if we were to separate the 
widows’ equalization feature from it, the House bill, H.R. 7650, 
would result in a reduction of approximately $12 billion from preset 
law’s anticipated expenditures. 

The $22 billion feature, which the widows equalization would cost, 
results in a net increase of $10 billion over present law. 

The Cuarrman. How much would the increase be under the House 
bill, compared with present law ? 

Mr. Driver. Total increase of the House bill in the net would be 
$10 billion over present law. 

The CuHatrmMan. There would be a $22 billion increase for widows 
and a saving of $12 billion elsewhere? Is that due to the deaths? 

Mr. Driver. No, sir; it is due to the lower rates paid in the higher 
income categories and the fact that as time passes, as Mr. Stans indi- 
cated in his statement, we will find more and more veterans in the 
upper-income categories because of receipts of money from income 
maintenance programs, such as social security, and they, then, under 
this proposal of a graduated scale of payment, would qualify for 
the lower amount and that would bring about a reduction. 

It is the widows feature that causes the increase. 

The Cuamman. The House bill would result in a net decrease of 
$10 billion during the period? And the administration bill would 
cost how much? 

Mr. Driver. The administration bill which did not include a pro- 
—_ for widows equalization would cost, as compared to the $12 

illion less than H.R. 7650 would cost on that basis, about $47 billion 
less. It would save $47 billion from the present anticipated expendi- 
tures for the next 40 years of the present legislation. 

Senator Kerr. The present law ? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. Would any of that be due to the deaths of vet- 
erans ¢ 

Mr. Drrver. It would be due in the main to the lower income limits 
at the upper levels and smaller payments of pension at these levels. 

The Cuamrman. During the next 40 years the death rate of World 
War I veterans will increase ¢ 

Mr. Driver. For World War I, II, and Korea, when we project the 
cost of present legislation, we do it taking an actuarial evaluation of 
deaths which will occur so that, the present law cost which is $105 bil- 
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lion to the year 2000 is projected on an anticipated number of losses, 
deaths, —s all veterans. 

This same basis is used to compare H.R. 7650 or any other proposal, 
so that we have taken into account the deaths. 

Senator Kerr. Would the Senator yield? 

As I understand it, the reason for the $47 billion saving in the ad- 
ministration bill, as compared to the present law, is because of the 
need factors which would be written into the program by the admin- 
istration bill. 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir; we would propose that all income be counted. 
We would propose that lesser pensions aid. 

Senator Kerr. The implementing of the need factor or formula? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. Now, the House bill has a part of that in it? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. So that if you were to eliminate the provision from 
the House bill providing widows equalization, the application of the 
need factor formula for living veterans and deceased veterans cases 
would bring about a saving of $12 billion by the House bill as com- 
pared to present law ? 

Mr. Driver. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Stans. May I interrupt, Senator, to give you an illustration of 
why and how the administration bill proposes to reduce the cost over 
a significant period of years? 

nder present law, a veteran with $1,400 of income, qualifies for a 
pension which means that he would receive the regular monthly pay- 
ment of either $66.15 or $78.75. 

Senator Kerr. Under present law? 

Mr. Stans. Under present law. 

Now, he gets the same check every month whether his income is 
zero or whether it is a thousand dollars a year. If he qualifies and 
receives social security of a thousand dollars, that does not affect in any 
way the size of his pension check. 

he administration provision is to recognize that social security 
and any other income in steps, in brackets, so that as his outside in- 
come goes up to a thousand dollars or more, he then receives a smaller 
amount of veteran’s pension check. That is the basic principle in- 
herent in the administration proposal to recognize need by aggregat- 
ing and considering all other income. 

Senator Curtis. Where do you start those steps, at $1 or $1,440? 

Mr. Srans. For a single veteran it starts at $390 as the first step. 

The second step is—this is in the administration proposal—the sec- 
ond step is $690; the third step, Senator Curtis, is $990; the fourth 
step is $1,290; the next is $1,440. 

Senator Curtis. So under the present law, a veteran can earn or 
have income up to, say, $1 less than the exemption, and get the full 
benefit—— 

Mr. Srans. That is correct. 

Senator Curtis. You would go back on a single person, if he had 
as much as $390 income, it would lessen his veteran’s pension some? 

Mr. Stans. That is right, if it exceeded $390. 

Senator Curtis. Would it lessen it a dollar—dollar for dollar? 
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Mr. Srans. Let me give you an illustration. No; it does not reduce 
it dollar for dollar. If his income is under $390, a single veteran under 
the administration bill would get $85 a month. 

Senator Kerr. That isin addition to his $390 ? 

Mr. Srans. That is correct. If his income is between $390 and 
$690 he gets $62 a month. He would have potentially $300 more 
income from the top of the one bracket to the top of the next. 

Senator Curtis. If he had $300 more income—— 

Senator Kerr. He would get $300 less pension. 

Senator Curtis. The pension would be reduced to how much? 

Mr. Stans. The pension would be reduced $23 a month or $276, 

Senator Kerr. Almost dollar for dollar. 

Senator Curtis. He would have a $24 incentive for earning that 
$300 income? 

Mr. Srans. The next 

Senator Curtis. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Stans. $24 is correct. 

Senator Curtis. In other words, if he performs some duty, makes 
$25 a month; his net gain would be $2? 

Senator Kerr. No; it would not. If he earned $276—if he earned 
$300-—— 

Senator Curtis. If he earned $300? 

Senator Kerr. If I understood the statement, if he earned $20 or 
more, he could lose $270 from his pension. 

Senator Curtis. I put the question the other way. 

If he earned $300 more—— 

Mr. Stans. Above $390. 

Senator Curtis. Above $390, his pension would be reduced by $276] 

Mr. Srans. $276. 

Senator Curtis. In other words, his incentive for performing serv- 
ice, making $25 a month, which amounts to $300 a year, would be $24. 

Mr. Srans. We are talking now about elderly pensioners and dis- 
abled people, and that income may not be earned at all. 

More likely it would be social security benefits. 

In other words, if his social security benefits advanced $300 under 
the illustration we are using, he would lose $276 of his veteran’s 
pension. 

Senator Curtis. At the present time, are the social security benefi- 
ciaries—there will be more of them under World War II than World 
War I 

Mr. Stans. Yes, sir; many. 

Senator Curtis. Anyone who has been out of a labor market since 
the Social Security Act was passed, or is in a category not covered 
by social security, and had to retire before it was cut, wouldn’t be 
in there ? 

Mr. Stans. That’s correct. Then he would receive the highest level 
of veterans’ pensions under our proposal. 

OASI insured status now extends to 90 percent of the World War 
II-Korean conflict veterans and 80 percent or more of World War I 
veterans. 

Senator Kerr. On that illustration you gave, Mr. Stans, I under- 
stood that if it is other income between $390 and $690, he would lose 
$272 of his veteran’s pension. 

Senator ANpERSON. $276? 
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Senator Kerr. $276. 

In other words, if his other income, say, were $490, which would be 
$100 above the $390, that would cause his pension to be reduced by 

6% 
er. Stans. That’s correct, except in the relationship—the relation- 
ship really ought to be to the $490. 

In other words, if he earns almost $500 a year, he gives up $276 
of his pension. 

Senator Kerr. But the point about it is that his pension is not af- 
fected if his other income is not in excess of $390 a year ? 

Mr. Stans. That’s correct. 

Senator Kerr. If it is in excess of $390 a year by as much as $10, it 
would result in his veteran’s pension being reduced by $276? 

Mr. Stans. Senator, you can’t avoid that kind of a situation, where 
there are steps or brackets. 

Senator Kerr. I wasn’t arguing with it. I was just trying to get 
the picture. 

Mr. Stans. I want to say this: You cannot avoid that kind of a 
situation in any bracketing system. That is why we have $390 basic 
exemption to start with. 

Senator ANperson. Do I understand now, then, that you don’t be- 
lieve that it would be worth while to give him any credit at all on 
this? What incentive would there be to the man who has $390 to get 
up to $420 if he is going to lose $276? 

Mr. Stans. As I said, I think it is logical to assume that a high 
proportion of these cases do not involve earned income; they receive 
social security or other pension checks. 

Senator Anperson. He can send the social security check back. 
Wouldn’t he doit? Would he give up $276 to get $20? 

Mr. Srans. If he sent the social security back he would lose a lot 
more than $276. Anyway it would not be permitted under the law. 

Senator Anperson. One thing, if he goes from $390 to $410, only 
$20, it costs him $276 to do so? 

Mr. Stans. What I am pointing out, Senator, is that at the same 
time that he has $410 of income. 

Senator ANperson. He had $390? 

Mr. Srans. That’s correct. That is a condition inherent in any 
bracket system. We could have a lot more brackets, Senator, and 
narrow the range of that. We could have a bracket for every $10 
of income and modify the pension payment accordingly. 

Senator ANpEeRSON. You could have an offset credit so that in case 
he got extra income some might be deducted from the pension, but he 
shouldn’t lose $276 if he only got $20 more. You are going to take 
away from a person the complete incentive if you drop it entirely. 

Mr. Srans. That would complicate the administration tremen- 
dously. That is the reason the first $390 is left exempt. 

Senator ANpErson. It complicates the administration but also com- 
plicates the veteran; doesn’t it ? 

What are you trying to do, complicate the administration or the 
veteran? I think that is the question. 

_Mr. Srans. Isn't it clear that if the first $390 is free of considera- 
tion that the veteran is then in a position to get almost $400 of income 
a year without affecting his pension ? 
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Senator Anverson. No, it isn’t, because I think if you go to the 
= of the income tax, which you mentioned just a while ago, the 

overnment doesn’t come to me and say “if you make another $100 it 
will cost you $400.” They say, “If you make the $100, you keep $99 
er $75 or $60, but you do keep some of it.” Why can’t you keep some 
of the earnings above $390? 

Mr. Stans. I assure you it would be possible to work out a modifica. 
tion of the bracket system. This was done in five steps with the basic 
exemption of the $390 in order to achieve the simplest form of 
schedule. 

Senator Anperson. I am not quarreling with what you are tryin 
to do. I only say to you that you start on the assumption that the 
veteran is a fool. He wouldn’t go out and earn this extra money in 
order to cut down his pension. 

Mr. Srans. That description is the last thing in my mind, Senator, 

Senator ANpEerson. When a man makes $390 of outside income and 
he has a chance to pick up $20, $30, or $40, but in picking up $20;$30, 
$40, he loses $276, he would be an idiot to do it, wouldn’t be? 

Mr. Stans. May I compare that with the present situation where 
the veteran can earn $1,400 and still receive a pension but if he earns 
$20 more above $1,400 he loses his entire pension of $78 a month, 

Senator Anperson. I am not sure that is right, either. 

Mr. Wurrtter. Mr. Chairman, if I may, to the Senator—Senator, 
it is true, as has been said, that that inequity does appear in a number 
of places. 

owever, the law that is recommended certainly moves a long step 
forward to correct the present law. 

Under the present law, a veteran is eligible for a pension if he makes 
less than $1,400. 

Under the present flat pay scale the pension would amount to $945. 
If his social security or his retirement pay were to go up as much as 
one penny—for the acquisition of 1 cent more or $1 more or $10 
more—over the $1,400 he would lose $945 a year which is really a 
catastrophic drop. 

When you are attempting to determine need, although it is true, as 
you point out, that there ey be some problem in the proposed law, 
it is a problem to a considerably lesser degree than in the present law. 

I think many who dealt with this felt exactly as you feel, that there 
is this problem, and we are now trying to take a long step forward to- 
ward correcting it. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I have the 
greatest respect both for the budget personnel and the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration personnel and I appreciate their presence here. 

Now, as I understood the Administrator, he said that the adminis- 
tration proposal would go a long way to make the program more 
equitable for the veteran. 

Mr. Wuirtrier. What I said, Senator 

Senator Kerr. I am sure you are perfectly sincere in trying to con 
vince the committee of that. But I would hesitate to, I would hesitate 
to try to convince the veterans in my State that a program that is going 
to pay them $42 million less in the next period of time than the pres- 
ent law would be a program that would be more equitable for them. 
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Wouldn’t you think that a fellow in this position should look with 
gome concern upon the degree of effort BPCNenny to get that job done? 
[am not saying that it isn’t; I am not saying that it isn’t what ought 
to be done, but I am just thinking about trying to use the argument 
that it would be more equitable for the beneficiaries to give them $42 
million less. 

Mr. Wuirtier. Senator, I was talking about the reply to the ques- 
tion from Senator Anderson. He was talking about the difference 
which you lose if you get an increase in pay. 

May I point out a rather dramatic fact, that in these various in- 
come groups, 71 percent of the single veterans, I repeat 71 percent of 
the single veterans or over a quarter of a million of them now are 
drawing pensions and have incomes between 0 and $400. There are 
nearly 40 percent of the married veterans whose income is less than 
$400 from all outside sources. 

There are, I think, half of the widows whose income is in those low 
brackets, and the question is how to give more to those who have no 
income or little income. 

The proposal attempts to distribute need so that you provide the 
greatest amount for those who have the greatest need. 

The Cuarrman. When you speak of $400 income, does that include 
everything—social security and other things ! 

Senator Kerr. Other than their pension, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHArRMAN. Social security, too? 

Mr. Wuirrter. Senator, if we—— 

The Cuatrrman. What is not included in the need test—social se- 
curity is not and what else 4 

Mr. Driver. Payments by the Veterans’ Administration under pres- 
ent law, Senator; all payments by the Veterans’ Administration are 
excluded—insurance, compensation—payments made by the pensioner 
to any retirement fund, a private retirement fund, payments made 
into social security during his working years. These are exempt. He 
is permitted to recoup up to that point. 

Senator Kerr. Payments made or benefits he receives from pay- 
ments he has made. 

Mr. Driver. During the working years of the man he pays in @# 
number of dollars. When he comes to us as a pensioner, we then 
permit him to exclude from income reported to us an amount equal 
to what he paid in. 

Under present law we do not count the amount he receives until 
he receives back an amount equal to the contribution during his 
working years. It takes him on the average of 9 months to recover 
in social security payments today. 

When World War II veterans are at the age of the World War I 
veteran, it will take them approximately 4 years to recover their 
payments so that during that period any social security payments 
they received would not be counted against his income limits. 

The Cuarrman. What does the House bill do on that? 

_ Mr. Driver. The House bill does nothing to that, sir. It permits, 
it continues existing law. It permits him to recover his contribution. 
We propose that all payments be counted. 
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The CHarrman. What are the items mentioned by Mr. Stans and 
not included in the need test under the House bill as compared to the 
present law ¢ 

Mr. Driver. The House bill compares exactly to the present law, 

The CHarrman. I understood there were certain liberalizations, 

Mr. Driver. Under the present law, as I might have mentioned, 
all payments made by the Veterans’ Administration—contributions 
to private retirement funds, recoveries under fire insurance policy, 
payments made by somebody else to keep him in a rest home—under 

the administration proposal, we propose that all types of income, 
except public and private charity, be counted against the need test, 

We propose, for example, ‘that the money he _— 
he paid into social security be counted from the day 
to draw it. 

We also propose that the income of the spouse, where they are 
living together and it is reasonably available to the veteran 
counted. 

Now the House bill went back to the present law and permitted 
all these exclusions with the exception of 50 percent of the spouse's 
income or $1,200. 

Senator Kerr. The fact is that the administration bill does not 
liberalize the need formula that would be applicable. 

The CHarrMan. He wasn’t speaking of the House bill. 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. The House bill retains present law in the 
main; the administration bill proposed that we count all moneys 
available to the veteran in the main. 

Senator Witiiams. You said, “in the main.” What difference did 
the House bill make in the present law? 

Mr. Driver. With regard to spouse’s income, the House bill states 
that the amount of money which will be excluded will be 50 percent 
of the spouse’s income or $1,200, whichever is greater. 

Senator Witiiams. That is the only change ? 

Mr. Driver. That’s right, sir. The House bill, also, I might say, 
continued in regard to ‘another feature having to do with money; 
they continued a provision that the administration bill suggested, that 
there would be no waivers permitted. 

Bis nder present law there are provided by Federal statute certain 

yaiver provisions whereby, for example, a civil servant could waive 
au a ouotion of his retirement pay to get within the income limits. 

The administration proposed that it was unfair to permit the man 
to create his own need by waiving certain funds rightfully due him. 

The House bill continues this provision. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Stans, would you feel inclined to make any 
recommendations as to changes in the bill now before this committee! 

Mr. Srans. I think, Senator, there are a number of w ays of getting 
at this particular problem of making an effective test of need. The 
administration bill proposed one way of doing that. 

Another way of doing it would be to amend the House bill to remove 
a number of provisions which we think are objectionable or provide 
excessive benefits or do not adequately reflect the test of need. 

We could submit a number of suggestions, Mr. 
how the House bill could be amended. 
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The Cuarrman. The committee would be glad to have that for 
consideration. 

Are there any further questions ? 

Thank you very much, sir. : ; 

Senator Wiu1aMms. Mr. Stans, in connection with the question 
raised by Senator Anderson, and you pointed out in this notch pro- 
yision between $390 and $690, if a veteran earns $690, his pension 
drops by $276 ; is that figure correct ? 

Mr. Stans. It drops by $276. 

Senator Wiu1AMs. In other words, if he earns $689, he would make 
$975 more than he would if he earns the extra dollar; is that correct? 

Mr. Srans. No. That is a misunderstanding, Senator. He can 
earn up to $390 and also get a pension of $1,020 a year. 

Senator Anperson. I might say it this way: If he made $391, he 
would lose $275 by earning the extra dollar. 

Senator WituiaMs. The next notch is at $690? 

Mr. Srans. Next notch is at $690. He could earn $690, in which 
case he gets a pension of $744. 

Senator WituiaMs. If he earns $990. 

Mr. Srans. He gets a pension of $480. 

Senator Wiiu1aMs. There is a notch, as that transfers over on the 
$1 margin where the whole $276 is hanging on the $1. 

Mr. Stans. There is that; there is no question about it, the extra 
dollar of income puts it in the next bracket. 

Senator WituiaMms. I think social security payments are notched 
ona monthly basis, broken down where if a man has an income and 
he exceeds it any one month, he loses that 1 month’s payment only; is 
that not correct ? 

Mr. Stans. Yes, sir. 

Senator WiiuiamMs. Have you given any consideration to that factor 
here, rather than causing him to lose his whole pension annually, but 
just reduce the 1 month involved in the earnings? 

Mr. Srans. That is a variation that could be introduced, Senator. 
Certainly, again, it would be more complicated administrationwise. 

As I say, the reason for excluding the first $390 from consideration 
was to allow the flexibility necessary to offset the impact of the bracket 
changes. 

Senator WitiiaMs. I appreciate that, but I think we all recognize 
that there is, to a certain extent—we destroy this incentive on the part 
of the veteran to earn if he is fearful of losing his earned annual pen- 
sion. I think that the existing law is weak in that same respect, and 
while it is recognized that perhaps there would be more administrative 
difficulty to it—but could you check with the other agency which is 
administering a similar proposal and see how much more there is 
involved and give us your recommendations as to whether or not 
that could be carried over in this feature? 

_ Mr. Srans. Yes; we could, but I would like to say one thing more 
just so that we don’t overemphasize the particular point. 

_ As I understand it—and I don’t have precise figures—more than 
‘0 percent of the income of those receiving veterans pensions is un- 
earned income. So when we are talking about incentives to earn, 
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we should recognize that only a very small part of their income js 
earned income. 

Senator Witt1aMs. That would be true in respect to the other agen. 
cies involved, as well, though, from an administrative standpoint and 
would not be a factor, a differential. 

In line with what the chairman said, as I understand it, you will 
submit to the committee perhaps some recommendations in between 
your original proposal and maybe the House bill if you think there jg 
some area of agreement that can be reached in between there. 

Mr. Srans. If that is the objective of the committee, we would cer. 
tainly be willing to do that. 

We would submit figures to produce any given result. 

Senator Witu1aMs. Do you think there is a possibility to work out 
an area of agreement between your original proposal and the other 
—-* will put the question that way. 

Mr. Sran. I certainly think it is possible to work out figures that 
we could discuss with the committee and attempt to find some basis 
of agreement; yes. 

Senator Wiii1ams. As one member of the committee, I think we 
would appreciate receiving that, if you would make some suggestions 
in that connection which we could study. 

Mr. Srans. Putting it another way, Senator, there are features of 
the House bill, which are, to us, much more objectionable than others, 
I think that we could point out to you the ones which are the most 
unsatisfactory. 

Senator Wiiiiams. Yes. 

The Cuarman. Thank you very much, Mr. Stans. 

Are there any further questions ! 

Senator ANperson. Have you pointed out which ones are objection- 
able in your testimony ? 

Mr. Srans. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Stans. 

The next witness is Mr. Whittier, Administrator of Veterans’ 
Administration. 


STATEMENT OF SUMNER G. WHITTIER, ADMINISTRATOR OF THE 
VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION; ACCOMPANIED BY WILLIAM J. 
DRIVER, CHIEF BENEFIT DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
BENEFITS 


Mr. Wuirrtrer. Mr. Chairman, I think the matter has been very 
thoroughly covered in considerable detail. 

Mr. Chairman, I am Sumner Whittier. I am Administrator of 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

I have already been answering questions. I have no prepared state 
ment, but I should certainly be delighted to assist the committee in 
any way possible. 

The Cuatrman. Will you give a brief statement of your views on the 
pending bill ? 

Senator Kerr. I take it he is telling us that that has already been 
done by the Director of the Budget ? 

The Cuarrman. The Chair thinks the Veterans’ Administration 
should be on the record. 
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Mr. Wuirrier. I didn’t hear the chairman. 

The CuarrMan. The committee would like to have your views as 
well as those of the Director of the Budget. 

Mr. Wuirtter. I should be very glad to review them. 

I think that working with the House committee and a number of 
others, talking with a great many people, out of the very many views 
that there were, the administration worked out a sound proposal which 
was sent to Congress. That proposal was then changed and amended 
by the committee, voted on by the House and sent over here. 

I think when you approach this legislation there are probably three 
main questions to be asked : 

One is the amount of outside income that a veteran is permitted 
and still be eligible to get his pension. 

At the present time, the law says that a veteran may receive $1,400 
from outside income. The administration bill increased that to $1,440 
for single veterans, 

The House bill that is before you raises it to $1,800 outside income. 
It raised the outside income limits for the married veteran, too. The 
administration bill raised the married veteran’s income limit from the 
present $2,700 to $2,860 and the House bill raised it beyond that to 
$3,000. 

Now, if we are discussing the question of need, and that is the prin- 
ciple on which we are attempting to base the legislation, and look at 
the figures we discover that 71 percent of the single veterans, probably 
54 percent of all pensioners, have incomes of less than $400 a year from 
outside sources. Those who are in the upper brackets are actually 
only a small percentage of those getting pensions. If we try to follow 
through on the principle of giving the greatest help to those who have 
the greatest assistance, then 1t seems to me when you increase the limits 
to $1,800 or to $3,000, you are increasing pension eligibility for the 
people who do not have the greatest amount of need. 

Senator ANpERSoN. Where did you get the 54-percent figure ? 

Mr. Wuirtier. The Veterans’ Administration figures, sir. 

Senator Anprerson. And I understood somebody to say that 71 per- 
cent of the single veterans——— 

Mr. Wurirtier. That’s correct, sir, and the next statement was made 
that 39 percent of the married ones would have less than $400. 

Senator Anprrson. How do you get 51, then ? 

Mr. Wnhirrier. No, sir. Thirty-nine percent of all married 
veterans. 

Senator Anperson. I wish somebody would check the tape. I 
wrote 70 percent have less than $471 

Mr. Wurrrter. I think that that was my testimony, and I either 
misspoke or there is a misunderstanding. I am not sure, but I can 
give you now the correct figure. 

Senator Anperson. The figure for married ones is what? 

Mr. Wuirtier. The correct figure is 39 percent of all married vet- 
erans on the rolls have annual incomes of less than $400. 

Senator Anperson. Possibly I wrote it down wrong. 

Mr. Wurrtirr. The next question to be asked in the discussion is: 

What is to be counted in computing outside income? There are 
probably two major differences between the administration proposal 
and the House bill. The first has to do with the spouse’s income. 
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Under the present law, the spouse’s income is not counted at all, 

Under the House proposal, the spouse’s income will be counted be. 
yond $1,200, or 50 percent of her income, whichever is higher, 

That would permit a veteran to put his assets in her name, | 
does not include assets that do not earn income, for example, money 
in the safety-deposit. box, that kind of thing that she may have. ft 
is possible for the wife to be making $6,000 and the husband still be 
eligible for the pension. 

It seems to me that some of these large amounts do not meet the 
test of real need. 

The Cuarmman. Did you mention items that the House bill does 
not include as income? Would you go over that again ? 

Mr. Wuiairrrer. There are two basic areas, I think. The first one is 
spouse’s income, the income of the wife or husband, whichever is not 
the veteran, is the major area. 

The House did make a step forward in that area over the present 
law. The House bill 

The CuHarrman. When you say a step forward does that mean it is 
included or excluded? What do you favor? 

Mr. Wuirtirr. I would favor it over the present law, very much so, 
Senator. 

There are many features of the House bill—— 

The CuHarrman. Was that in the original administration bill? 

Mr. Wurrrtter. I favor the House recommendation, but—— 

Senator Anperson. You favor something beyond that ? 

Mr. Wurrtter. Yes; I would favor the administration bill. 

Senator Anperson. What about community-property States? Does 
that have any effect upon that? 

Mr. Wurrrter. No, it does not, sir. 

The second area of change in the House bill is the question of 
recoupment. 

As Mr. Driver pointed out earlier, at the present time the Veterans’ 
Administration counts all private and public income, pay from all 
public or private retirement funds including social security. 

Using social security, which has been discussed as an example, the 
Veterans’ Administration does not count the amount of money that a 
man actually paid into that system. 

Once the amount of his actual contribution has been paid, the Vet- 
erans’ Administration then does count social-security payments as part 
of outside income, does count retirement funds beyond that point. 

The administration proposal included in it the inclusion of all of the 
sums, including the amount that was contributed. Those are the two 
basic areas. 

The third difference between the administration proposal and the 
House bill is the matter of widow’s equalization. That was here 
discussed. And in the recommendation that we made, we did not 
include a proposal favoring that. 

Those are the three main distinctions between the two proposals. 

The Cuarrman. And you are opposed to the widows’ provision in 
the House bill ? 

Mr. Wurrrier. We feel, sir, that it is more important at this time 
to enact a pension bill; that that is where the need certainly is. 

The Cuarrman. Are you opposed to it or not opposed to it? 





M 
sir. 


Se 
M 
Se 
Si 





all, 
ed be 


e. Tt 
noney 
ill 
at. the 

does 


one is 
IS not 


esent 


1 it is 


m of 


rans’ 
n all 


, the 
iat a 


Vet- 
part 


f the 
two 


the 
here 

not 
n in 


ime 


VETERANS’ PENSIONS 35 


Mr. Wurrrier. Well, I would not be opposed to it at the proper time 
sir. Atthe present time, we are opposing it. 

Senator WituiAMs. When isthe proper time? 

Mr. Wuirrier. Well, sir 

Senator ANpERSON. Just before election. 

Senator Witu1aMs. I think that you should make it clear that you 
are for it or against it and if you have a reason for a projected date 
you should be able to tell us when. 

Mr. Wuirtier. I think primarily the thing to do, Senator, what 
we are attempting to do first is correct the pension law as it stands. 

The CuarrMan. This committee has the House bill before it. 

I want to know whether you favor or oppose the House bill now 
before the committee. 

Mr. Wutrtter. I stand on the bill that I submitted, sir, which did 
not include widows’ equalization. 

The CuHairman. Are you opposed to the widows’ provision in the 
House bill ? 

Mr. Wuirtier. At this time, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Now will you answer Senator Williams’ question: 
When would you favor the widows’ provision in the House bill ? 

It was 26 years after World War I before those widows were given | 
outright pensions, would that be a factor in determining the time 
when you would favor the House bill provision ? 

Mr. Wurrtier. If it is a matter of equalization, there are consid- 
erable differences between the length of time, and I certainly think. 
that length of time should be taken into consideration. 

The CuarrMan. What is your main objection to the widows’ pro- 
vision now ? 

Mr. Wuirrier. I think there are two things. I think that is cer- 
tainly one. I think the other is that the cost involved—this is a large 
item, of course, in the pension proposal. 

The Cuarrman. Would you favor following the practice for World 
War I widows and wait 12 years more? 

Mr. Wurrtrer. I don’t know that I should like to say that abso- 
lutely, sir. I would like to examine need. I would like to examine 
it in the whole context of veterans’ legislation. 

The Cuatrman. That is what we are doing now. I don’t assume 
the last time we took action on this matter 5 or 6 years ago—— 

Mr. Warrier. 1954, sir. 

The Crarrman. 1954. Well this is 1959. That was 5 years ago. 
You wouldn’t favor any change then certainly for 5 years? Is that 
it? 

Mr. Wurrttirr, Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You opposed the widows’ provision now but you 
might give it a reconsideration at the end of another 5 years? 

Mr. Wuirtter. That’s correct, sir. 

Senator Anperson. Could I ask, Mr. Chairman, who keeps the 
books on this contribution to social security ? 

Mr. Driver. The Social Security Administration, Senator. 

Senator ANprrson. You get that information from them ? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, we do, sir. 

Senator AnpErson. It involves no problem to you, sir? 
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Mr. Driver. Any exchange of correspondence within the Goverp. 
ment is somewhat of a problem but it 1s an administrative problem 
Senator. It goes on rather smoothly. We have a well-organized 
procedure to do it. 

The Cuamman. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator Kerr. Let me ask you a question : 

The term “widows’ equalization” has been used here this morning, 

In simple language that sixth graders could understand, that just 
means providing the same benefits to widows of Korean veterans as are 
now available to World Wars I and IT? 

Mr. Driver. Not the same benefits, Senator. They have the same 
benefits today. It would provide the benefit on the same method of 
qualification. 

Senator Kerr. How’s that? 

Mr. Driver. For World War I widows there are two requirements 
to receive a pension: Her spouse must have had the required 90 days 
of service, some part of it in wartime, and she must meet the income 
limitation of $1,400, if she is alone, or $27 if she has minor children 
with her. 

The CHatmman. You ought to make it clear that it was % 
years after World War I before World War I widows of veterans 
with non-service-connected disability were permitted to receive a 
pension ? 

Mr. Driver. No, sir; they were permitted to receive pensions, sir, 
in 1934. At that time, in addition to the income limitation and the 
service requirement on the part of the veteran, there must have been 
demonstrated at the time of death a 30-percent direct service con- 
nection on the veteran’s part, 30 percent. 

The Carman. Mr. Stans then was incorrect in his statement? 

Mr. Driver. No, sir. If I may continue, I think I can reconcile 
that. 

In 1938, 4 years later, the law was amended to eliminate the 30- 
percent direct service connection in favor of a 10-percent service 
connection either by direct incurrence in service or by presumption 
of incurrence in service. 

In 1939, a year later, about 5 years after they were first authorized 
pensions, this service connection requirement was modified to zero 
percent ascertainable from 10 percent direct or presumed. 

So we have gone through, in a period of 5 years, the 30 percent to 
10 percent to 0 percent ascertainable. 

The 0 percent ascertainable, which is identical to the require 
ment in the law today for World War II and Korean widows was 
removed for World War I widows in 1944 and it is that date to which 
Mr. Stans is making his reference, Senator. 

The proposal in the House will, and what we refer to when we talk 
about widows’ equilization, remove from the requirement for World 
War II and Korea widows and orphans the 0 percent ascertainable 
requirement that is in the law. 

The Cnatrman. How many years after the end of World War I 
did widows begin receiving payments comparable to those provided 
in the pending House bill ? 

Mr. Driver. 1944, sir. 
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The Cuarrman. Twenty-six years after the World War was over, 
that is what I am trying to make clear. 

We went through this metamorphosis of stringent requirements 

Explain it so the committee can understand fully. 

Mr. Driver. If they meet the requirements of income and if the 
veteran had the necessary length of service. 

The CHarrMAN. I understand that. Consider it from the stand- 

int of service-connected and non-service-connected. 

Mr. Driver. That’s right. We have over 50,000 widows on the rolls 
today from World War II and Korea. 

Senator Wiiu1Ams. Put the question this way: As I understand it, 
under the existing law the widows of World War II and the Korean 
war widows are entitled to all the benefits that the widows of World 
War I were entitled to prior to 1944; is that correct ? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. Senator, they are entitled to the same bene- 
fits; in some instances they have more difficulty qualifying for them 
because of the requirement of a service-connected condition. 

Senator Kerr. If they have the same benefits, how is it that it 
is going to cost $22,742 million for the benefits to be equalized ? 

Mr. Driver. We can equalize the number of eligibles by lowering the 

uirements to qualify. 
ie ator Kerr. If you lower the requirements to qualify, then 
without that lowering the situation is not the same? 

Mr, Driver. That’s correct, Senator, and that is what everyone has 
referred to as parity, equalization, among the widows of the wars. 

The Cuarrman. One of the qualifications involves whether there 
is service-connected disability 

Mr. Driver. That’s correct. 

The Cuatrrman. That is what I wanted to emphasize. It was 26 
years after World War I before widows of veterans with non-service- 
connected disability received a pension ? 

Mr. Driver. That’s right. 

The Cuarmman. Now for World War II widows they are asking it 
14 years after the end of that war. 

Mr. Driver. That’s right, sir. 

The Cuarman. I am leaving out the other qualifications. 

Mr. Driver. I think it should also be understood in that regard, sir, 
that in 1944 while World War IT was still in progress, the widows and 
orphans of World War II became eligible for a pension, although 
they had to meet: some service-connected requirement. 

This, of course, was not available to widows of World War I until 
1934, long after World War I ended. 

Senator Kerr. I am sure that the chairman understands the mean- 
ing of this term, but I don’t, and I don’t because when I asked one 
witness the question I understood him to say that $22 billion would 
be the cost of giving the same formula of eligibility to Korean war 
veterans which is now effective for World War I veterans? 

Mr. Driver. For World War II and Korean war veterans, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Then the $22 billion is the cost of giving the widows 
of World War II veterans and Korean war veterans the same rule of 
eligibility now effective for widows of World War I. 

Mr. Driver. And since 1944 has been effective for widows of World 








_Warl. Prior to that—— 











38 VETERANS’ PENSIONS 


The Cuatrman. But it was not in effect until 26 years after World 
War I was over. 


Mr. Driver. That’s correct. 

Senator Kerr. I am not interested in the history of the case. Iam 
interested in the elements of the case and I have no objection to what 
the chairman is interested in. I am just trying to get informed on 
the bill. 

Is the chairman opposed to that ? 

The Cuatrman. The chairman is exactly of the same condition as 
the Senator from Oklahoma. He is trying to get informed too. 

Senator Kerr. If he is in the same position as the Senator from 
Oklahoma, he is in an uninformed condition. 

The trouble is that the hand is quic ker than the eye. The one min- 
ute, I am informed, and the next minute Iam not. I believe that you 
can explain this so that one of us sixth graders ean understand it. 

What I am trying to get you to da— 

Mr. Driver. I will do my best, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. Then I want you to tell me this, if it is going to kill 
$22,700 million to put World War II widows and Korean war widows 
under the same rule of eligibility as is now in effect for World WarI 
widows, how is it possible for you to tell the committee that they can 
qualify on the same basis as World War I widows. 

Mr. Driver. I didn’t say that. If I did, I was certainly mistaken, 
I said that the benefit which they received is identical, the number of 
dollars per month. 

The question of qualifying for the benefit is the point at issue. 

Senator Kerr. All I am trying to do is just get it out here so that 
I can understand it. I believe that you understand it. 

Mr. Driver. The qualifications, sir—there are three for World 
War II and two for World War I. 

Senator Kerr. Under present law? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. This bill would fix it so there would be only two? 

Mr. Driver. Two for each. 

Senator Frear. This would place the widows of disabled veterans 
or non-service-connected veterans the same—the same now for World 
War IT and Korean, as it does for World War I, is that what equaliza- 
tion means, equalizing the widows of World War II and Korea to 
World War I? 

Mr. Driver. Qualification requirement for pension. 

Senator Frear. What I meant to say, you cleared it up a great deal 
forme. That is simple to me. 

The Cuarrman. Equalize it 12 years earlier ? 

Mr. Driver. That’s right. 

Senator Kerr. Are you prepared to tell the committee that what 
the Congress did in 1944 for the widows of World War I was not 
done until that time because it wouldn’t have been equitable or just 
for them until that time, or is it reasonable to assume that they did 
what they did in 1944 in recognition of an obligation which may have 
been in existence a good while and they had just gotten around to 
recognizing it? 

Mr. Driver. Senator, I wouldn’t presume to say why they did it, but 
I would say this, from my study of the history of Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, that there has always been an eye kept on the cost involved. 
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We are talking about billions of dollars as we do in many other 
pograms. I think that the process of change from the various 
gringent requirements in 1934 before World War I widow could 
get a pension, to the point in 1944 where it was made less stringent 
gr more liberal, was with an eye on the age of the person we are 
ensidering, the distance from the war, and this always has been a 
fyctor in legislation affecting veterans, and the dollars involved. 

Senator Kerr. In other words, you think that we ought to wait 
til the same percentage of those that would benefit is in effect or 
until the percentage of those that would be benefited is reduced to 
either where the percentage was in 1944 with relation to World 
War I veterans, or until the Government is able financially to do as 
much before we do it, is that what you are saying ¢ 

Mr. Driver. No, sir. I would suggest that the Congress in its 
wisdom should look at the nature of the war, at the numbers of 
people involved, the type of benefit, the need for the benefit, the age 
and circumstances of the people who would qualify and receive the 
benefit, and then they should look at it in the light of the ability of 
the country to stand for the cost of the bill. All of those factors 
have to be weighed. 

I think it is inevitable, however, when you compare one war with 
another, one group of beneficiaries from a war with another, you auto- 
matically get to the point that Senator Byrd has made: You look 
at the number of years after the war when this beneficial legisla- 
tion came into being. 

I think the fact that it was 26 years for World War I does not 
in and of itself make that a magic figure for World War II, but I 
think it certainly must be influencing. 

The CuairMAN. Just one more question: It is undoubtedly a fact 
that if there is any degree of service-connected disability, the widow 
regardless of the war, is entitled to a pension ¢ 

Senator Kerr. On the same basis. 

The Cuatrrman. World War I, World War II, Korean war? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. There may be some Civil War widows; is that 
correct £ 

Mr. Driver. Is that correct? 

The Cuarrman. Would they be entitled to a pension on the same 
basis ¢ 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All wars? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. The question is whether to take in widows of 
veterans with non-service-connected disabilities ¢ 

Mr. Driver. From the last two wars. 

The Cuarrman. From the last two wars, and take them in 12 years 
sooner than was done in World War I. Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Kerr. Yes; there is. 

You say now that the widows, all widows of any war are eligible 
if there was a service-connected disability on the part of the deceased 
husband ? 
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Mr. Driver. I am saying that if you put the requirement of g 
service-connected disability in the picture, if you just put that one 
thing in, you have added the feature which would qualify all of them 
and that takes in 

The Cuarmman. You don’t need a needs test ? 

Senator Kerr. As I understood you, if it wasn’t a fact that ag of 
now, without this bill, or the administration bill, that any war widow 
in this country whose deceased spouse had a service-connected dis. 
ability is eligible for a pension ? 

Mr. Driver. The other features being equal. I assumed that that 
isunderstood. For example, that World War I 

Senator Kerr. Does that apply to Civil War veterans of the Con- 
federate Army ? 

Mr. Driver. Yes, sir. Widows of the Confederate Army are quali- 
fied and drawing pensions. 

Senator Kerr. When did that happen ? 

Mr. Driver. The Confederate forces ? 

Senator Kerr. When did that happen ? 

Mr. Driver. About a year and a half ago. 

The Caarrman. This committee acted on that. 

Senator Kerr. Couldn’t you say that would be precedent? How 
long was that after the Civil War? 

Mr. Driver. About 100 years. 

Senator Kerr. Now, how persuasive do you think that ought to be 
with the committee in determining the time when we make it appli- 
cable to widows of World War II and the Korean war? 

Mr. Driver. I don’t think the Civil War should be persuasive in 
anything, Senator, it was unique in many respects that 1t came some- 
how 

The Cuarrman. That was 100 years ago, the centennial is being 
celebrated. 

Senator Kerr. You know, we have a number of precedents of when 
Congress recognizes responsibility here and I think that if we are 
going to argue that duration of time, based on congressional action as 

recedent being persuasive, that we ought to have them all before us 
Cooea we wouldn’t want to totally ignore that. 

The CuarrMan. Senator Long brought the matter of Civil War 
widows up in this committee. 

Senator Kerr. I didn’t know it was a hundred years since the 
Civil War was over. 

The CHarrman. It has been 99 years since it started. 

Senator Kerr. The Senator from Oklahoma is having his general 
fund of information greatly augmented here. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions ? 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Bennett. I think the witness said that he thought that the 
age of the people who might be eligible should be taken into account. 
Do you have statistics as to the average age of widows who will become 
eligible under this provision ¢ 

Mr. Driver. Under this provision, Senator ? 

Senator Bennetr. If it 1s adopted; yes, sir. 

Mr. Driver. The average age of the widows would be in the vicinity 
of 40. 
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The average age of World War II or Korean widows would be in 
the neighborhood of 40 years. 

Senator Bennetr. Isthat a reason for 

Senator Kerr. Depends on which precedent you are going on, World 
War I precedent or the Civil War precedent. 

Senator Bennerr. Forty years. 

Mr. Driver. The age factor in here, I mentioned that, this is the 
needs program—in case of the living veteran, for example, he must 
meet a test of unemployability if he isn’t totally and permanently dis- 
abled, in order to get a pension. 

In the case of the widow, there is no such requirement. She does 
not have to be disabled either permanently or totally so that I think 
that the question of age must certainly be related when you try to 
decide on the problem of need. 

The CuarrMan. Are there any further questions ? 

Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Representative Ed Edmondson, of Oklahoma. 





STATEMENT OF HON. ED EDMONDSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Senator Kerr. May I say a word about the Congressman ? 

I wanted to say to the committee that the Congressman from the 
Second District of Oklahoma has been one of the very most vigorous 
and effective Members of the Congress in seeking equitable legislation 
for veterans and their dependents and he not only is a great legislator 
and a great man from Oklahoma in his own right, but the brother of 
our present distinguished Governor, and I take great pleasure in pre- 
senting him to the members of this committee. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I think the Senator has an even more famous 
brother than I do, so I appreciate the remarks on all counts here. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear before your 
committee on the matter of H.R. 7650. You undoubtedly recall that 
when this bill passed the House, it passed under a suspension of the 
rules, with no amendments on the floor possible. 

This, then, is the first opportunity that has been presented for the 
presentation of amendments to this bill since the bill was reported by 
the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

Since House passage, I have made copies of H.R. 7650 available to 
all veterans’ organizations in the Second District of Oklahoma and 
have asked for comments and suggestions. 

_ Generally speaking, the following are the principal items on which 
improvement of H.R. 7650 is desired by the veterans, at least those from 
the Second District of Oklahoma: 

First, the provisions regarding income of spouse are, I believe, in 
need of revision. Some veterans feel in all fairness that they should 
be entirely eliminated while others have suggested that it will suffice 
to provide in the bill for review in cases where the wife’s income is not 
made available for the veteran’s support. 

_ Second, the “corpus of estate” provisions that appear in this bill are 
in need of modification, at least to the extent that will assure that 
Veterans’ Administration regulations are in accord with congressional 
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intent on the question of when corpus of the estate should have to be 
spent to provide for the maintenance of veterans. 

Third, the DAV feels strongly in my section of the State that q 
veteran who is entitled to pension benefits for his disability should not 
be required to waive all compensation payments due him for the 
service-connected portion of his physical disability to receive at least 
some pension consideration. A graduated scale formula for pensions 
appears justified in cases of this type where there is a compensatory 
disability. 

Fourth, all Government insurance proceeds and benefits from com. 
mercial insurance policies, at least to the extent of the $10,000 that 
ordinarily prevails on a serviceman’s policy, should be excluded from 
income calculations. 

It is my personal belief also that it would be desirable to provide 
that a veteran now receiving a pension, who elects to take his pension 
under the’ new law, should be permitted by law at a later time to 
return to his old basis of participation on determination that it jg 
more beneficial to him than the new formula. 

Now, those sum up the suggestions, Mr. Chairman, that I feel the 
veterans of the Second District of Oklahoma would particularly appre- 
ciate being considered by this committee, and I personally feel that 
all of them have real and solid merit. 

The Cramman. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Are there any questions? 

Senator Lone. Just one question: 

Do I understand that shee this bill if living veterans elect that 
which is most favorable for them now, that somewhere further on 
down the line it would be less favorable to them ? 

Mr. Epmonpson. Our analysis of the bill convinces us that it is en- 
tirely possible to have just that happen, to have them benefit at this 
time from an election under the new law and then at a later date 
discover that they would be receiving more under the present law. 

My contention is that they should have the election to go either way 
in the future if it is to their benefit to do so. 

Senator Lone. I notice that this cost estimate here published by the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee would indicate that there would be major 
savings insofar as pensions for living veterans that are concerned in 
the year starting after, well, during the 4 years with major savings 
starting at the fifth on up through every year thereafter. Is that your 
understanding of it? 

Mr. Epmonpson. I think that the figures of the Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee as presented to the House definitely supported that there 
would be savings once you extended this program in the future if you 
did not provide that they could return to this old pension program. 

Senator Kerr. I wonder if those savings in part would be effected 
by the application of this law to veterans who would receive pensions 
in the future but who do not now receive them and, as I understand 
the choice in the future, it applies only to veterans now receiving 
pensions. ; , 

Mr. Epmonpson. That is my understanding too, sir. 

Senator Kerr. This bill, if passed, would be effective with reference 
to any veteran not now receiving a pension who might in the future 
receive one? 
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Mr. Epmonpson. It would be effective to all of them and it would 
sso be effective to those who wanted to elect to come over. 

Senator Kerr. At this time? 

Mr. EpMonpson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Kerr. But I understand a substantial part of the projected 
aving would be made by reason of the fact that any veteran not now 
meceiving a pension but who in the future would be eligible to have a 
pension would have his benefits determined by this legislation rather 
than by the existing laws. 

Mr. Epmonpson. I am sure the Senator is correct in that; yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Epmonpson. Thank you, Senator. Thank you for the kind 
words. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness is Mr. Omar B. Ketchum, Vet- 
erans of Foreign Wars of the United States. 


STATEMENT OF OMAR B. KETCHUM, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE AND REHABILITATION SERVICES, VETERANS OF 


FOREIGN WARS 


Mr. Kercuum. Mr. Chairman, members of the Senate Finance Com- 
mittee, first, I should like to introduce my associates here, Assistant 
Director Mr. Francis Stover, a combat disabled veteran of World 
War II, and Mr. Ed Zable, who is also a Navy veteran of World 
War II. 

I appreciate your courtesy in permitting me to present the view- 
point of the Veterans of Foreign Wars with respect to the House- 
approved pension bill, H.R. 7650, which would establish a new schedule 
of requirements, income limitations, and monthly pension payments 
for veterans of World War I, World War II, and Korea, together 
with a revised schedule of income limitations and monthly pension 
payments to widows and orphans of deceased World War I veterans. 
In addition, the bill would authorize the payment of pensions to 
widows and orphans of deceased World War II and Korean veterans 
under the same conditions and in the same amounts as apply to widows 
and orphans of deceased World War I veterans. 

On June 10, 1959, VF W Commander in Chief John W. Mahan, of 
Helena, Mont., appeared before the House Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs and presented a 12-page statement, together with two pages 
of specific pension recommendations, which, in general sense, outlined 
the longstanding policy and philosophy of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars concerning pensions for veterans and the widows and orphans 
of deceased veterans. In view of the fact that Commander Mahan’s 
statement is incorporated in the hearings before the House Com- 
mittee on Veterans Affairs entitled “Operation of Pension Program,” 
it would be time consuming to repeat his well-defined position on 
veterans’ pensions. Unfortunately, Commander in Chief Mahan is 
én route back to Washington from an official foreign trip, or he would 
have been here today. I will, however, reemphasize some of the points 
outlined by Commander in Chief Mahan in his House statement and 
restate VF'W-recommended amendments to H.R. 7650, which were 
transmitted by letter to the chairman and members of the Senate 
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Finance Committee shortly after H.R. 7650 was approved by the 
House of Representatives. 

Commander Mahan, in his House statement, said the VF W has lon 
considered the payment of pensions to disabled and aging war veterans 
and the widows and orphans of deceased war veterans as one of the 
foundation stones of the veterans’ benefit program. Mahan further 
emphasized that the traditional concept of a veteran’s pension is to 
provide dignified Government assistance, rather than charity, to those 
who have served their country above and beyond the normal require- 
ment of citizenship: He also pointed out that the idea of income 
limitations governing the payment of pensions to war veterans and 
widows and orphans of deceased war veterans is fairly recent in pen- 
sion history. In fact, the policy of paying pensions on a specific needs 
basis came into being as a result of the Economy Act of 1933. 

Commander Mahan, speaking for the Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
made it crystal clear in his House statement that the VF W has Jong 
held the concept of a veterans’ pension to be “a dignified supplement 
to a substandard: income” and not something yeas only under a 
rigid public assistance “needs test” which closely approximates a re- 
quirement of poverty. The principal objection Commander Mahan 
raised against a typewritten copy of H.R. 7650, which had been only 
sketchily observed before the bill went into print, was the fact that the 
minimum income limitations of $600 per annum which applies to vet- 
erans without dependents and the $1,000 which applies to veterans with 
one or more dependents are too low and move further toward a public 
assistance or “county poor farm” needs test. Commander Mahan 
warned the House committee that any new pension bill with income 
limitations lowered to $600 and $1,000, respectively, would invoke 
widespread opposition and would not quiet the growing agitation for 
a liberalized program. 

Commander Mahan and the Veterans of Foreign Wars recognize 
that H.R. 7650 would provide some increases for the great majority of 
those pensioners who are now on the part III pension rolls because of 
first, a savings clause and, second, the already low income of those now 
receiving pensions. However, the VFW does not overlook the fact 
that H.R. 7650, if enacted, will impose lower income limitations and 
sharper restrictions upon those veterans who seek to come on the pen- 
sion rolls in the future than they would face under existing pension 
law and regulations. For example, under existing law a veteran with 
dependents may have annual income, not counting his wife’s income, 
up to $2,700 per year and receive an annual pension of $945 which 
adds up to a total of $3,645. Under H.R. 7650 a married veteran with 
$2,700 income, if otherwise eligible, could receive an annual pension 
of $540 which adds up to a total allowable income of $3,240. 

Senator Kerr. May I interrupt right there, Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuamman. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. If I read those figures correctly, an unmarried vet- 
eran gets better treatment than a married veteran. 

Mr. Kercuvum. No, I hardly think so, Senator. I merely used—— 

Senator Kerr. You say here 

Mr. Kercuum. The situation would be comparable for a single vet- 
eran. I merely used the married veteran formula there. I could have 
also included the same formula which applied to a single veteran. 
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Senator Kerr. Well, now, what is the difference? Both illustra- 
tions you give us there are of married veterans! 

Mr. Kercnum. That is right; under the existing law and H.R. 7650. 

Senator Kerr. What is the difference in the situation that entitled 
the first one to $3,645, and the second one to $3,240 ¢ 

Mr. Kercuum. That is because of the difference in the income 
limitations which apply in the House-approved bill 7650. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Mr. Kercnum. And the present income limitations. 

Senator Kerr. I see. That is what H.R. 7650 would do for the 
same veteran which, under the present law, he would get $3,645? 

Mr. Kercuoum. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Isee. All right. 

Mr, Kercrtum. Now, in addition, H.R. 7650 would include for 
limitation purposes all income of the wife reasonably available to the 
veteran with the exception of $1,200. It is, therefore, obvious that 
insofar as maximum allowable income is concerned, cluding pen- 
sion payments, H.R. 7650 is not as generous in some income categories 
as the present law. 

Departing from the text, I think that is perfectly obvious, because 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, and the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, have pointed out that H.R. 7650, if enacted, would save 
approximately $10 billion up to the year 2000, because of the dif- 
ference in the income limitations. 

It was for that reason—— 

Senator Kerr. Just 1 minute. 

This veteran you are talking about who was getting $3,645 under 
the present law would not automatically be transferred to a situation 
where he would get only $3,240 ? 

Mr. Kercuum. No. I am talking about those who would be en- 
titled in the future, Senator, as proposed in H.R. 7650. 

Senator Kerr. I see. 

Anybody now receiving it 

Mr. Kercuum. That is right. 

Senator Kerr (continuing). Would be permitted- 

Mr. Kercuum. He could stay where he is. 

Senator Kerr. He would continue to receive it. 

Mr. Kercuum. That is right. I am talking about those who would 
qualify in the future. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Kercuum. It was for that reason Commander Mahan strong- 
ly recommended that the minimum income limitation applying to vet- 
erans without dependents be not less than $1,200 and the minimum 
income applying to veterans with dependents be not less than $2,400 
and that the monthly pension payments in these two categories be 
set at $100 per month. The VFW recognizes that H.R. 7650 does 
increase the maximum income limitations up to $1,800 for the vet- 
eran without dependents and up to $3,000 with dependents. How- 
ever, under the escalator device the monthly pension payment re- 
duces as the income moves upward, and that applies again to those 
coming on the rolls later. 

Under date of June 12, following favorable action on H.R. 7650 
by the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Commander Mahan 
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wrote a letter to Chairman Teague of the House Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee expressing disappointment because the minimum limita- 
tions in the bill were considerably lower than those recommended b 
the VFW and that the related monthly pension payments were well 
below the $100 per month which the VF W recommended. However, 
because the bill would provide pension increases for the great majority 
of pensioners presently on the rolls and would provide pension equality 
for the widows and orphans of deceased World War II and Korean 
veterans, Commander Mahan pledged in his letter to Chairman Teague 
that he would not demand that H.R. 7650 be killed nor would he state 
that he would rather have no new pension legislation than have H.R, 
7650. In this letter Commander Mahan did point out that he reserved 
the right for himself, his staff, and his organization to seek liberaliz- 
ing amendments. It is for that purpose that I appear here today, in 
the absence of Commander Mahan, to state VF W position and present 
the amendments which we hope the Senate will accept in its consid- 
eration of H.R. 7650. ’ 

First, I am offering for the record, and I am sure the reporter has it, 
a mimeographed sheet entitled, “Suggested Changes in H.R. 7650 as 
Proposed by the Veterans of Foreign Wars.” This sheet, in section I, 
outlines four separate tables identified as (a), (b), (c), and (d) which 
would establish income limitations in three categories and three re- 
lated monthly pension payments for veterans with no dependents, for 
veterans with dependents, for widows with no children and widows 
with children. Under the tables identified as (a) and (6), informa- 
tion is provided to indicate extra allowances in the monthly pension 
rates where the veteran is so disabled as to require aid and attendance, 
and for extra allowances for each additional child up to a total of 
$45. 

Section II of this proposed amendments sheet would establish re- 
vised. rates for orphans of deceased war veterans. The difference 
between these proposed rates and H.R. 7650 are slight except the VFW 
proposes higher income limitations. 

Section III deals with net-worth limitation or “corpus of the estate” 
test. In the criticisms of H.R. 7650 which have reached our office 
here in Washington, we find that the section setting up a “corpus of 
the estate” test to be one of the most objectionable. This section would 
invest the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs with unrestricted au- 
thority to assess the net worth of a veteran or a widow or orphan 
children and to determine first, if the estate is available for the upkee 
of the applicant or applicants involved, and if in the Administrator's 
judgment payment of pension would not be needed unless or until the 
estate has been dissipated. 

Again, as previously stated, this net-worth-limitation determination 
and authority collides squarely with the VF W concept that veterans’ 
pensions should not be predicated on a strict needs basis and that a 
veteran or his widow or orphans should not be penalized because 
they had accumulated some property or an estate, often through 
sacrifice and frugality, which does not produce satisfactory income. 
If payment of pensions to war veterans or the widows and orphans of 
deceased war veterans are to be conditioned upon poverty or near 
poverty, it might be well to cease dignifying such payments as veterans’ 
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asions and transfer veteran applicants to the public assistance rolls. 
— States public assistance payments to indigent families are sub- 
stantially more than the present maximum pension payments. Wel- 
fare reports in the District of Columbia daily press reveal public 
assistance and mothers aid payments doubling existing veterans’ pen- 
sion payments. 

The VFW wholeheartedly supports the section in H.R. 7650 which 
would grant pension payments to the widows and orphans of deceased 
World War II and Korean veterans on the same basis as pensions 
are now payable to widows and orphans of World War I veterans. 
Such a provision has been a longstanding major objective of the Veter- 
ans of Foreign Wars and Commander in Chief Mahan indicated to 
me before he left on his foreign trip that the principal reason he had 
pledged not to fight H.R. 7650 is because of this provision and if, for 
any reason, the Senate Finance Committee or the Senate as a bedy 
should delete this item, he might switch his position and demand that 
H.R. 7650 be killed. 

The VFW also approves and applauds the increases in the income 
limitations to $1,800 for veterans without dependents and $3,000 for 
veterans with dependents. This has been another longstanding ob- 
jective of the Veterans of Foreign Wars and we strongly urge this pro- 
vision be maintained by the Senate in the bill. There are other ad- 
vantages in H.R. 7650, such as excluding from widows’ income, pay- 
ment of just debts, expense of last illness and burial cost of the deceased 
veteran. With the few VF W-proposed amendments involving a raise 
in the minimum income limitations and a small increase in the monthly 
rates of pension payments, together with repeal of the net-worth limi- 
tation it is the belief of the Veterans of Foreign War that H.R. 7650 
would be acceptable in general to most veterans. It is further believed 
that the additional cost of the amendments proposed by the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars will not exceed by more than $100 million the present 
estimated cost of H.R. 7650 as approved by the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

Senator Kerr. That is $100 million a year? 

Mr. Kercuum. That is right. 

In mentioning additional costs by reason of the proposed amend- 
ments, I should like to point out to the Senate Finance Committee 
that in relation to the U.S. national income and total numbers of vet- 
erans, the cost of the veteran benefit program proportionately is sub- 
stantially less today than it has been in the past. For example, in the 
early 1930's veterans’ benefits absorbed about 30 percent of Federal tax 
receipts, while today veterans’ benefits require less than 8 percent of 
Federal tax receipts. I strongly suggest that when you measure the 
number of veterans today in relation to the national income and the 
cost of the veteran benefit. program, the American people are getting 
a bargain and they could well afford to add a few additional hundreds 
of millions of dollars to the hospital, compensation, and pension pro- 
grams. May I urge this distinguished committee to give the most 
careful consideration to the amendments proposed by the Veterans of 
tog Wars and to the worthy features already incorporated in 

AN. 1650. 


The Cuarrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Ketchum. 
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(The suggested changes referred to follow :) 


Suggested changes in H.R. 7650 of the Veterans of Foreign Wars 


—_—_— es 








(a) Veteran no dependents | (©) Veteran with dependents 
Income | Income 
Pension Pension 
More than— But equal to or less More than— But equal to or less 
than— than— 

in. ctithpiinine- ibe $100 | OT a ae ae $100 

ca steetsitiaeeacia Is conte 2 ee. SERS occudadeccdsom % 
$1,500__.......... | A as Pe eee 50 | $2,700 TE0OO Nok - canedcnccents i) 





Above rates in tables (a) and (b) to be increased $75 per month where the 
veteran requires aid and attendance and $15 per month in table (b) for each ad- 
ditional child up to a total of $45. — 

















(ce) Widow no children | (d) Widow with children 

7 

Income Income 
© Pension RPh Pension 

More than— But equal to or less More than— But equal to or less 
than— than— 

rs snk dui Sec dcdd $60 CRD Ss itadcpcrctcatiad $75 
is itndeincentenal I carstimennntahinainseinas 45 | $2,400. .........-] Ft Anaadedaiipuoene tit) 
i ictigmdcicainaglt Mion adeacacaegnoces a ee... 2, | =—s FOF See 40 


RATES FOR CHILDREN OF WAR VETERANS 


1. (a) No widow and two children: $50 per month whose annual income (ex- 
cluding earned income) does not exceed $3,000 a year. 

(b) No widow and three children: $65 per month whose combined annual 
income (excluding earned income) does not exceed $3,000, additional $15 for 
each child. 


NET WORTH LIMITATION 


1. Eliminate the section providing discretionary authority for a finding of 
the net worth of the veteran or the widow or child which could lead to a 
determination the applicant is not eligible for a pension. 

The Cuatmrman. Mr. Ketchum, I would like to comment in regard 
to your percentages, Federal revenue today is 20 times as much as 
it was in 1930; 30 percent was absorbed by Federal tax receipts in 
1930. 

When I came to the Senate in 1933 $4 billion was collected in taxes. 
Now we collect $80 billion in taxes. 

I simply wanted to make the situation clear. 

Mr. Kercuum. What I am trying to indicate, Senator, is that the 
American people, through the national income, based on the number 
of veterans involved in the question of the program, could afford to 
pay more in relation to what they have paid in the past. 

The Cuatrman. This was not national income, was it? It was tax 
receipts. 

Mr. Keronum. Tax receipts or national income. 

The CuatrmaN. I have no objection, but I want to make it clear. 

Mr. Kercuum. I understand. 
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The Cyamman. We collected $4 billion in the thirties, and now 
we collect $80 billion. 

Are there any questions? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Ketchum. 

The next witness is Mrs. Edythe M. Fletcher, Widows of World 
War I, Inc. 

Mrs. Fletcher, will you proceed, please ? 


STATEMENT OF EDYTHE M. FLETCHER, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, 
WIDOWS OF WORLD WAR I, INC. 


Mrs. Fiercuer. Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate Finance 
Committee, I am Edythe M. Fletcher, representing the Widows of 
World War I, as their national president. We have been organized 
since February 7, 1946, as an independent organization. We are not 
an auxiliary to any veterans group. 

As the representative of the only organization composed entirely of 
women whio are the widows of veterans of World War I, it is an honor 
to be allowed to appear before this distinguished group on behalf of 
these widows. 

Gentlemen, it would be utterly impossible for me to describe some 
of the deplorable conditions under which many of our widows are 
existing. ‘Through our work throughout the country, we find many 
hardships and many heartaches. 1 would like to point out to you 
some of the causes of these conditions. 

Many of the widows are not employable, some because of physical 
disabilities and many through the lack of ability to work on jobs that 
require special training. They are unable to compete with the busi- 
ness world as it is today. 

In a recent survey made of the members of this organization, it was 
amazing to find that so many were actually trying to live, in view of 
the ever increasing high cost of living on their small pension of $50.40 
with no other income whatsoever. 

Many are not eligible for social security, either in their own right 
or that of their deceased husbands. Many were widows before soc cial 
security was enacted into law. Let us not lose sight of the fact that 
it was necessary for them to use what savings they may have had to care 
for the husband until he passed away, rather than suffer the humilia- 
tion of taking the “pauper’s oath.” Many widows who cared for the 
husband through his illness have been compelled to give up the home 
of many years and live with relatives or in an undesirable neigh- 
borhood. 

May I call to your attention that many husbands actually died from 
service-connected disabilities which we were unable to prove, due to 
the fact, as you well know, they were so anxious to return to their 
homes and families, and since a physical checkup was not required, 
no record was made of any injury or illness they may have incurred 
in line of duty, not realizing that the hurried discharge would even- 
tually cause much hardship on their families in years to come. 

The widow who is employable and is fortunate enough to have a 
gainful occupation cannot have an income of more than $1,400 a 
year. This provides a very meager living, with only the bare necessi- 
ties of life. At this point I can cite an actual case. The pension 
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was cut off by the Veterans’ Administration for just $2 over the 
$1,400 limitation and the widow was required to return the pension 
which she had received during the year. Many widows were left 
with families to raise. Our sons and daughters were the veterans 
of World War II and Korea. We worked hard to give them an 
— and provide for them. In December 1944 the first bill 

yas passed giving the widow $38 per month. Prior to the passing 
of this bill, there was no pension for the widow or the children, of 
a W orld War I veteran. Since that time three other bills have 
passed increasing the pensions, namely, 1946 to $42, 1952 to $48, 
and 1954 to $50.40, a total increase of $12.40 over a period of 10 years, 
Other bills have passed granting w idows of another war an increase 
of $25 since 1946, a period covering 12 years and they have never 
been restricted to an income limitation. 

Our widows help themselves whenever possible. May are outstand- 
ing businesswomen as well as widows of prominent business and 
profession: al men who served their country and paid the supreme 
sacrifice. These women do not and probably will never receive a 
pension, but they, too, are working hard for those less fortunate. 

Mr. Chairman, we ask you and the members of your committee 
to oppose H.R. 7650 as this bill would create additional hardships 
on those who will become eligible for pension after June 30, 1960, as 
well as those now on the pension roll. 

We, the widows of World War I, feel that H.R. 7650 is not the 
answer to the needs of the widows who must depend on their pensions 
for survival. I beg of you, gentlemen, that if we are to be classed 
with the widows of other wars in this bill, H.R. 7650, that you amend 
said bill to cover sufficient pension increase and a higher income limi- 
tation in order to meet the increasing cost of living. 

We would like to propose that the table set up for H.R. 7650 for 
World War I widows read as follows: 


Income per year: Per month 
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Many of our widows aia hospitalization. but due to thei ir small 
income, they are unable to afford the necessary medical assistance. 

Again, I urge that the members of this committee give special 
consideration to H.R. 7650. 

It has been a privilege to appear before this distinguished body, 
and I especially want to thank Senator Byrd for granting my request 
to speak on behalf of the widows of World War I. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mrs. Fletcher. 

Are there any questions? 

Thank you very much. 

The next witness is Mr. F. B. Taylor, Veterans of World War I, 
Department of Virginia. 

Mr. Taytor. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Crareman. Mr. Taylor. 
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STATEMENT OF F. B. TAYLOR, QUARTERMASTER ADJUTANT, VET- 
ERANS OF WORLD WAR I, DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Tayior. Senator Byrd and gentlemen of the committee, I do 
not have a prepared statement. 

Lam F. B. Taylor, quartermaster adjutant, Veterans of World War 
I, Department of Virginia, and I came here representing our depart- 
ment as a result of the action of our State convention held last month 
in Danville, Va., immediately after the passage of H.R. 7650 by the 
House of Representatives. 

We considered the bill at that time very carefully, studied it, and 
have continued an analysis of its provisions. 

We are opposed unalterably and unanimously, and by convention 
action so acted, to H.R. 7650 as it is drawn presently. 

The veterans of World War I at this time who qualify receive a 

monthly pension of $66.15. After 10 years, that is, or at age 65, that 
is automatically raised to or increased to $78.7 1D. 

Most of our members are now rapidly passing from the labor mar- 
ket. We are of the average age of 64. I personally am 70, and I am 
unable and it is no longer possible for me to enter the field of industry 
and activity. 

Our men are dying at the rate of 350 per day, according to the 
records of the Veterans’ Administration. 

We do not feel that H.R. 7650 gives realistic consideration to our 
problems and to the problems of ‘the members of our or ganization, 
and we respectfully urge and request that this committee analyze 
carefully, through its qualified staff, the intricate provisions and the 
inequities that will result to the widows, the orphans, and the vet- 
erans of World War I. 

We feel, eentlemen, that it would be far better that no new veterans 
legislation be passed at this time than to have H.R. 7650 passed as it 
came out of the House of Representatives. 

In general, we are more in agreement with the recommendations 
made by the Veterans of Foreign Wars represented here, and in their 
statement recently submitted to you. 

We have no objection to the veterans of World War II and their 
widows and orphans being included, even though it is only 16 years 
after the war, whereas we waited for 26 years for aid in non-service- 
connected pensions. 

We see no reason whatsoever for the veterans of World War II 
and of Korea having to go through the suffering that our group went 
through during the depression, which resulted in the bonus army and 
that terrible period there when the veterans of this country were 
dying in abject poverty, with no relief, and even though this period 
of 10 years is moving up, we have no objection whatsoever to seeing 
the World War II veteran and his widow and orphan receive assist- 
ance in their hour of need from the Federal Government. 

However, we are well aware of the condition of the Treasury of this 
country. We are well aware of the problems faced by our Government. 

We are well aware of the problems of taxation faced by our average 
citizen, and we fear that if they are included at this time that the 
public will revolt against the payment of taxes that will be necessary 
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to carry this extra $22 billion, as estimated it will cost before the year 
2000, and that the veters uns, as a Whole, and the great mass, will suffer 
where need is required. 

Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. Thank you very much, sir. 

Do you have a copy of the resolution adopted by the Veterans of 
World War I of the State of Virginia? 

Mr. Tayuor. Yes, sir. 

The CHaIrRMAN. Ples ase put that in the record too. 

Mr. Taytor. Yes; I will present that; I will present it this 
afternoon. 

(Document referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY BY THE VETERANS OF WorLp War I, U.S.A, 
DEPARTMENT OF VIRGINIA, IN ANNUAL CONVENTION AT DANVILLE, VA., JUNE 12, 
13, AND 14, 1959 


Whereas the Veterans’ Affairs Committee of the House of Representatives hag 
reported to the House of Representatives for consideration bill H.R. 7650 
( Veterans’ Pension Act of 1959) ; and 

Whereas a study of this bill reveals many provisions which we believe are 
harmful to the interests of veterans of World War I who may be eligible for a 
non-service-connected pension after such legislation would become effective as 
provided therein: Be it 

Resolwed, That the Department of Virginia, Veterans of World War I, U.S.A, 
zo on record as unanimously opposed to bill H.R. 7650 as presently drawn; 
further be it 

Resolved, That the Department of Virginia, Veterans of World War I, U.S.A, 
be of record as being in favor of the following changes in the current law: 

(1) Increased limit for earned income of single veterans to $1,800 per year; 
increased limit for earned income for married veterans to $3,000 per year; 
with provision that OASI benefits, private insurance company annuities, and 
veterans’ pension not be considered in calculating above enumerated limitations; 
further be it 


Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to both U.S. Senators 
from the State of Virginia and to each Member of the House of Representatives 
from the State of Virginia for their information and consideration. 


Gro. R. DANIELS, Commander, 
F. B. TAYLor, 
Department Quartermaster, Roanoke, Va. 

The Cuamman. Are there any questions ? 

Senator Lona. I would like to ask a question of the witness. 

How many members are there in your organization ¢ 

Mr. Tayror. At the moment we have 140,000, sir, barracks in 36 
States. 

Senator Lone. Active members? 

Mr. Taytor. We were chartered by Congress last year, sir. 

Senator Lone. Active? 

Mr. Taytor. Paid members. 

The national adjutant is in the room and will verify that, sir. 

Senator Lone. Let me get this straight in my mind. 

Are you in favor of only an increase in pensions that affect your 
group, or is it your feeling that there should be no increase for anyone 
at this time? 

Mr. Tayior. We are in favor of an increase in pension for our group 
commensurate and in keeping with the increased cost of living, but 
we are unwilling to demand that and to press for it, rather than to 
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see legislation, overall pension legislation, passed, which will endanger 
and imperil the entire pension program for the veterans of this 
country. 

Senator Lone. Do you believe this bill, if passed, would be of any 
substantial benefit to the World War I veterans? 

Mr. Taywor. As it stands now ? 

Senator Lona. Yes. 

Mr. Taytor. For those who are on the rolls now, the grandfather 
clause protects them. For those who would qualify in the future, 
sir, after June 30, 1960, it will penalize them. There is no question 
about that. Any fair analysis of that bill as it stands now, as it was 
presented to this committee, to the Senate, cannot arrive at any other 
statistics. 

Senator Lone. Your conclusion is for a man 65 or 70 years old, a 
man who applies for the ae for the first time, after having post- 
poned his application as long as he felt that he could, that he would 
actually be injured by the bill? 

Mr. Taytor. Penalized. Definitely, sir. 

Senator Lone. Yes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Kerr. Not if he put it in and was successful in his effort to 
get one prior to June 30, 1960. 

Mr. Tayvor. If he is on the rolls June 30, next year, he is protected 
by the grandfather clause. He goeson. But the man—there are only 
800,000 of us on the rolls now, Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Prior to the time of the average World War I vet- 
eran, that he would be 65. 

Mr. Tayvor. We are 64 now. 

Senator Kerr. That being the case, the average would be 65 prior 
to June 30, 1960. 

Mr. Taytor. Yes, sir. But he does not go on automatically. He 
must apply and qualify. 

Senator Kerr. I understand. 

Mr. Taytor. There are only 800,000 of us qualified out of 3 million 
living. 

Senator Kerr. Having done so, his right would be fixed under 
present law. 

Mr. Taytor. That is right, provided he had qualified by June 30 of 
next year, he is protected by the grandfather clause. 

Senator Lone. It does seem to me, though, that it would be inequi- 
table certainly to penalize a man who, let us say, is 65 now, and man- 
aging to get by without a pension, and who holds out until he is 70, 
and then they tell him when he gets to be 70 that he cannot get as 
much as he could have gotten if he had tried at 65. 

Mr. Taytor. Senator Long, that is a very sensible observation. You 
are 100 percent right. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. 

The committee will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 12:40 p.m., an adjournment was taken until 
Wednesday, July 29, 1959, at 10 a.m.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JULY 29, 1959 


U.S. Senate, 
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a.m., in room 2221, 
New Senate Office Building, Senator Harry Flood Byrd (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Byrd, Kerr, Frear, Smathers, Talmadge, Mc- 
Carthy, Williams, Carlson, Bennett, and Cotton. 

Also present : Elizabeth B. Springer, chief clerk. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. 

The first witness will be presented by Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, it 
isa gteat honor to me to present to this committee the national com- 
mander of the American Legion, one of the outstanding citizens of 
my State of Oklahoma. 

I know the pride that the chairman felt when Mr. Daniels of his 
State was the national commander of the American Legion, so he 
understands the pride that is in my heart now that Oklahoma’s dis- 
tinguished son is national commander. 

He is here with the very charming and gracious president of the 
Legion’s National Auxiliary, Mrs. C ‘harles W. Gunn. While she is 
not from Oklahoma, she is with the commander who is, and unless 
th Senator from her State is here, why, I would also claim the privi- 
lege of presenting her. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Chairman, before the commander proceeds, 
I would like to state that the commander, Mr. Moore, showed very 
good judgment by coming to Kansas and marr ying one of the Kansas 
girls from Chanute, Kans., and we too are very happy to have him 

ere this morning. 

The Cuarrman. The commander has been graciously introduced, 
and deservedly so. I should like to say Dan Daniels is one of my very 
best friends. He is a fine man. 

You may proceed Commander Moore. 
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STATEMENT OF PRESTON J. MOORE, NATIONAL COMMANDER, THE 
AMERICAN LEGION; ACCOMPANIED BY MRS. CHARLES W. GUNK, 
NATIONAL PRESIDENT, AMERICAN LEGION AUXILIARY, Ayp 
ROBERT M. McCURDY, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL REHABILITATION 
COMMISSION; WILLIAM F. HAUCK, DIRECTOR, WASHINGTON 
OFFICE; MILES D. KENNEDY, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLA. 
TIVE COMMISSION; JOHN J. CORCORAN, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
REHABILITATION COMMISSION; JAMES V. DAY, DIRECTOR, NA. 
TIONAL PUBLIC RELATIONS COMMISSION; CLARENCE H. OLSON, 
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION; 
JOHN S. MEARS, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION; CHARLES W. STEVENS, ASSISTANT 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL REHABILITATION COMMISSION; EDWARD 
McGRAIL, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, PROGRAM MANAGEMENT, NA- 
TIONAL REHABILITATION COMMISSION; WARREN MacDONALD, 
RESEARCH ANALYST, NATIONAL REHABILITATION COMMISSION; 
EDWARD GOLEMBIESKI, CHIEF OF CLAIMS, NATIONAL REHABILI- 
TATION COMMISSION ; AND MICHAEL M. MARKOWITZ, REHABILI- 


TATION DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF PENNSYLVANIA, THE 
AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Moore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, on behalf of the 
American Legion, I appreciate this opportunity to urge your favor- 
able consideration of the bill, H.R. 7650. 

The American Legion supports H.R. 7650 because it would substan- 
tially accomplish what we believe to be necessary and long overdue 
liberalizations in the non-service-connected disability and death pen- 
sion programs for World War I, World War II, and Korean con- 
flict veterans and their surviving dependents. 

For more than a decade the American Legion has sought equaliza- 
tion of the eligibility requirements for death pension. The require- 
ments applicable to claims of widows and children of World War II 
and Korean conflict veterans are much more restrictive than those 
which apply to death pension claims based on World War II service. 
H.R. 7650 would correct this inequity as of the effective date of the bill. 

In addition, the bill would give full or partial effect to other pension 
resolutions adopted by the 1958 National Convention of the American 
Legion. These resolutions called for: 

Increases in the existing “flat” rates of pension ; 

Elevation of the existing income limitations of $1,400 and $2,700 
per annum to $1,800 and $3,000, respectively ; 

Certain liberalizations with respect to computation of annual in- 
come ; and 

Less restrictive disability requirements for veterans aged 65 or more. 

H.R. 7650 would provide rate increases comparable to those re- 
quested by the American Legion for 70 percent of all persons now 
receiving pensions; would permit payment of pension at reduced rates 
where outside income does not exceed the requested limits of $1,800 and 
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$3,000 ; and would partially accomplish our requests relative to income 
computations. 

The Veterans’ Administration estimates that, in the first year, ap- 

roximately 854,000 cases out of 1,223,000 now on the rolls would be 
eligible for increased pension; and, that approximately 72,000 cases 
would be added by the higher income limitations. The majority of 
cases to be benefited would be veterans of World War I. 

H.R. 7650 would make no change in the statutory disability require- 
ments for veterans’ pensions. In its report (No. 537, p. 5) on the 
bill, however, the House Committee on Veterans’ Affairs commented 
to the effect that the Veterans’ Administration policy with respect to 
the claims of certain elderly veterans is too strict. The committee 
stated that it recommended and expected the agency to review its 
regulations relative to veterans with advanced age and high disability 
to insure that those who meet the income limitatoins will not be denied 
pension on the basis of employability when they are not working a 
substantial part of the time at a gainful occupation. 

It is this problem which the convention resolution previously men- 
tioned sought in part to correct. The American Legion believes that 
a veteran who has reached age 65 should not be denied a pension pro- 
viding his annual income, either earned or unearned, does not exceed 
the applicable limitations. 

Among veterans’ organization, the American Legion has been the 


major advocate for retention of a reasonable test of need as a requisite 


for entitlement to pension. H.R. 7650 upholds this principle, al- 
though the bill would make significant changes in the nature of the test. 

These changes would be achieved by: 

(1) Substituting for the present flat rates and single income 
limitation a graduated scale of payments for veterans and widows, 
fhereby distinguishing between levels of need and relating the 
amount of pension payable to the degree of need ; 

(2) Authorizing the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs to 
deny or discontinue payment of pension to a claimant where, in 
his judgment, the corpus of such person’s estate is such that it 
would be reasonable that some part thereof be consumed for his 
or her maintenance. 

In addition, H.R.7650 would require certain married veterans to 
include in the computation of their annual income a portion of their 
spouses’ income. ‘The first $1,200 or 50 percent, whichever is greater, 
of a spouse’s income would be excluded from such computation; the 
remainder would be included if “reasonably available” to the veteran 
and provided that to do so would not work a rene upon him. 

These proposed changes in the test of need have been advanced 
for various reasons but principally as a means of correcting alleged 
inequities in the existing system. It is argued that a graduate scale 
of payments based on the amount of the beneficiary’s other income 
will provide greater benefits for those in greatest need and that it 
will remedy the so-called “all or nothing” aspect of the single income 
limitation system. The “corpus of estate” test is designed to pro- 
hibit payment of pension to those who, while otherwise qualified, 
have assets sufficient to provide for their own needs. Taking a 
spouse’s income into consideration is intended to insure that all in- 
come reasonably available for the veteran’s support will be counted 
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and to prevent a veteran from qualifying for pension by transferring 
ownership of income-producing property to his spouse. 

These several proposals had not been advanced at the time of the 
American Legion’s 1958 national convention and are therefore not 
comprehended by the pension resolutions then adopted. Those rego- 
lutions still form the American Legion’s basic policy with respect to 
pension legislation. 

At its meeting of April 29-May 1, 1959, the American Legion’s 
national executive committee did take cognizance of such proposals 
to modify the pension needs test. This was in connection with its 
study of the bill, H.R. 6432, which incorporated the draft transmitted 
under date of April 15, 1959, to the Speaker of the House by the 
Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, pursuant to the President’s budget 
message request. 

The national executive committee found the provisions of H.R, 6489 
to be unacceptable to the American Legion. By resolution unani- 
mously adopted, the executive committee authorized the national 
commander to continue efforts to secure improvements in pension leg- 
islation, considering the convention resolutions; and, to cooperate with 
the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee in an attempt to eliminate 
inequities in existing pension legislation. 

With respect to proposed changes in the test of need, the report 
adopted by the national executive committee set forth the follow- 
ing specific guidelines: 

1. The respectable position of pension as a form of income must 
not be placed in jeopardy. 

2. The change must not create more defects or inequities than it 
seeks to eliminate. 

3. The result should permit ease and economy of administration. 

4. The result must be readily understandable to the average bene- 
ficiary. 

5. The result must make for continued public acceptance of the 
pension program. 

For purposes of the pension program, the needs test is primarily a 
device for channeling limited resources to the area of greatest need. 
It must be kept in mind, however, that the concept of “need” for war 
veterans’ pensions is not the same as might apply for purposes of 
ordinary public assistance. Therefore, any aaa undertaken in 
the pension needs test must be such as will further the purpose of the 
program and be in the best interests of both the beneficiaries con- 
cerned and the Nation as a whole. 

After due deliberation in keeping with the foregoing principles and 
guidelines, we advised the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee in our 
statement of June 5 that— 

1. The American Legion sees merit in a graduated scale pro- 
vided adequate payments are authorized ; 

2. It. would be equitable to take cognizance of not to exceed 50 
percent of a spouse’s income provided that the money is avail- 
able for the veteran’s support and that the Administrator be 
authorized to ignore such income where its inclusion would work 
a hardship upon the veteran ; and 

3. It would be reasonable to extend the “corpus of estate” test to 
the pension program provided we can be assured that it would be 
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applied in the same manner that it has been in the claims of 

parents for death compensation. 

H.R. 7650 would meet our request relative to inclusion of a spouse’s 
income. The bill does not, however, fulfill what we believe to be 
the minimum rates required for veterans and widows; and, with 
respect to the estate test, the bill would require its administration 
to c on a continuing basis rather than as an initial qualification 
as has been the case with claims for death compensation by dependent 
parents. : sae ‘ 

Under date of June 12, we advised the chairman of the Committee 
on Veterans’ Affairs that the American Legion is disappointed in 
the fact that H.R. 7650 does not meet the rates recommended by our 
organization. 

Concerning the “corpus of estate” test, we felt that its application 
should be restricted to initial claims for pension and to claims for 
reinstatement to the rolls following removal for excessive income. 
This would be in keeping with the manner in which this test has been 
applied since 1942 to claims for death compensation on the part of 
dependent parents. 

‘he requirement of an annual accounting of each beneficiary’s net 
worth, together with revised reports within the calendar year, will 
prove unnecessarily burdensome to both the Veterans’ Administration 
and the claimant concerned. If a claimant’s estate is not excessive 
when properly placed on the rolls, it is not apt to become excessive 
so long as the claimant continues to meet the income requirements. 

The principal means by which there could be a material change in 
the size of a pensioner’s estate would be through inheritance. The 
regulations already provide that money inherited must be reported as 
income. Likewise, the income derived from the rental or sale of in- 
herited property must be reported. 

The added cost of administering a continuing “corpus of estate” 
test will far outweigh any possible savings to be derived therefrom. 

The American Legion is aware of the opposition which has been 
expressed to enactment of H.R. 7650 on the Sole of the bill’s expected 
long-range cost. The American Legion is equally aware of the many 
errors to which such estimates are subject. 

Regardless of the time element, cost estimates are no better than 
their underlying assumptions. Slight errors in basic assumptions 
become greatly magnified if the estimate is projected too far into the 
future. A good case in point is the long-range estimates of the cost 
of the pension program under existing legislation which were de- 
veloped for and endorsed by the President’s Commission on Veterans’ 
Pensions. 

These estimates were projected in 5-year steps to the year 2000. We 
are now in a position to compare the estimate for the year 1960 with the 
Veterans’ Administration budget request for the 1960 fiscal year. 
The President’s Commission estimates appear to be more than $177 
million too high for disability pensions alone. The Commission’s esti- 
mates for 1960 were based on an expected caseload of 998,000 veterans 
of World War I, World War II, and the Korean conflict. The Vet- 
erans’ Administration now expects only 840,500 such veterans to be on 
the rolls. This is a difference of 157,500 veterans for 1 year alone, 
or an error of 19 percent. 
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The estimates for the President’s Commission were prepared less 
than 4 years ago. If they are this faulty already, what validity could 
they have when carried out to the year 2000? It is difficult to justif 
the use of long-range estimates as an argument against a proposal pan 
as H.R. 7650. 

The Veterans’ Administration has pointed out that its current esti- 
mate of the cost of this bill should be considered as “magnitude figures” 
only, in view of the many intangibles involved. It is our understand- 
ing that these estimates assume no change in the existing social security 
benefit formula and no increase in company retirement benefits over 
present levels. If this be true, it seems clear that the long-range cost 
of H.R. 7650 will have been overstated insofar as the pension needs 
of World War II and Korean conflict veterans are concerned. A much 
lower percentage of these veterans will have to fall back on pension as 
compared with veterans of World War I. 

It is understandable that the Congress would want to inform itself 
as to the probable cost of any legislation. We believe, however, that 
estimates projected as far into the future as the year 2000 will serve 
no useful purpose unless the dollars involved are related to other 
factors, such as the national income for the same period. 

Insofar as veterans’ legislation is concerned, the American Legion 
believes that if the principles are right, the cost will never go beyond 
the Nation’s ability to care for its wartime defenders and their 
dependents. 

We submit that the principles incorporated in H.R. 7650 are right, 
and that the bill merits favorable action by this committee. 

The action of the House in approving H.R. 7650 has raised the hopes 
of many needy veterans, widows, and orphans. It is unlikely that an 
opportunity to meet their hopes and at the same time correct many of 
the problems raised by existing legislation will present itself in such 
a fashion soon again. 

In the development of H.R. 7650, the American Legion cooperated 
with all interested parties to the fullest extent possible. We do not 
contend that the bill is perfect in all respects, but it does represent a 
substantial meeting of the minds of those most concerned with the 
problems of veterans and their dependents. 

None of the interested parties is entirely satisfied and each has 
sacrificed desired objectives. The bill is admittedly a compromise 
measure. Certainly, it falls short of fulfilling the American Legion 
program as expressed in our pension resolutions adopted by the con- 
vention. 

In view of these concessions on our part, the present provisions of 
H.R. 7650 represent the minimum acceptable plan. Any restrictive 
amendments such as a further lowering of the rates would necessarily 
result in withdrawal of the American Legion’s support. We there- 
fore respectfully urge the committee to report H.R. 7650 in its present 
form. 

Thank you very much for the time and attention you have given 
me, and for your sincere interest in this important legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to introduce the 
national president of the American Legion Auxiliary, Mrs. Charles 
W. Gunn, of the State of Oregon. 
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After she and Mr. McCurdy have completed their statements, we 
will all be very glad to accept any questions. 
The CuairMAN. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. CHARLES W. GUNN, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, 
AMERICAN LEGION AUXILIARY 


Mrs. Gunn. Thank you, Mr. Commander. 

Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, much of hy experi- 
ence in the American Legion Auxiliary has been in rehabilitation and 
child welfare activities. Consequently, I have come in close contact 
with widows and orphaned children of the veterans of our wars. I 
know of the great good that was done for those dependents of World 
War I when Congress in 1944 enacted legislation to provide death 

nsion for them. At the same time, I know of the hardships that 
~ befallen widows and orphaned children of the veterans of World 
War II and the Korean conflict because they are not, under the pres- 
ent law, generally eligible for death pension. 

As national president of the American Legion Auxiliary, with its 
nearly 1 million members, I have met with the rank and file of our 
organization in nearly every State across the land, and I can assure 
you, Mr. Chairman, that the American Legion Auxiliary stands uni- 
fied in support of the provisions of the pending legislation that in- 
cludes death pension parity for the widows and orphaned children 
of veterans of World War Il and Korea. 

I express the sincere hope that this committee will favorably report 
the legislation now under consideration, particularly that portion per- 
taining to death pension. 

Thank you so very much for your time and attention. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mrs. Gunn. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to 
introduce the chairman of the American Legion National Rehabilita- 
tion Commission, Robert M. McCurdy, of California, “Mr. Rehabili- 
tation” in the American Legion. 

Mr. McCurpy. Honorable Chairman and members of the committee, 
[have no prepared statement, but there are a few points that I would 
like to accent in connection with H.R. 7650. 

I think that, first, the committee should appreciate the work and 
the effort and toil that have gone into bringing this bill to realization. 
Starting some 6 months ago, we have held dozens of meetings and had 
dozens of telephone calls with Mr. Teague and his staff, and: with the 
staff and Mr. Whittier, of the Veterans’ Administration; with our 
own national commander, with our field representatives throughout 
the United States such as are represented here this morning by Mike 
Markowitz, of Pennsylvania. 

Iam sure some of you know Jim Crider, of Tennessee; he has been 
consulted, and also Mel Dixon, of Florida, and others throughout the 
United States. It took a lot of give and it took a lot of take to work 
out a reasonable and fair bill. 

_ We think that the bill that we now have is a minimum bill. If we 
inspect H.R. 7650, it is a relatively simple bill. It is relatively under- 
standable by members of your honorable committee and beneficiaries. 
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It is a conservative bill, and I am sure it would interest the members 
of this committee to know that in the formation of this bill we had 
many objectives, but in a broad view we wanted, No. 1, to be fair to 
the Members of Congress. We wanted to be reasonable in the requestg 
we make of you honorable gentlemen who have such responsibility, 

We are also tax conscious, we are taxpayers, too, and we wanted to 
be fair to the public. 

We, of course, have uppermost in our minds the welfare of our 
widows and our orphans and our disabled veterans, and we also wanted 
to be fair to them. 

This bill provides a modest increase to most of the beneficiaries of 
pensions. 

Our situation is this: The last increase in pensions was in 1954 when 
they received a 5 percent increase. I do not have to call your attention 
to the trend of the economics in our country since 1954. 

Other groups, all employees, the Members of Congress themselves, 
have had consideration since 1954, and we have supported these 
measures. 

We believe in adequate compensation, but it would appear that at 
this time the forgotten man is the disabled, totally disabled, unem- 
yloyable veteran. He is a class that Congress alone can take care of 
bis compensation, and he is the man who, since 1954, has stood alone 
and as the one overlooked. 

Well, this is a basic bill. It retains our basic premise of disability; 
it retains our basic premise of need. 

We think that you can understand, that you do understand, that 
the bill is based on total and permanent disability; that it is based 
on unemployability; that it is based on limited income. We are 
inclined to say that this is a bill for the nonservice connected. True, 
to a degree; but there are many service-connected men who draw 
pensions. 

I am not sure whether it has ever been called to the attention of your 
honorable committee, that about 70 percent of all service-connected 
men are rated 30 percent or less. When they are rated 30 percent or 
less and can otherwise qualify, they go on the pension roll, so there 
are a considerable number of service-connected men who are on the 
pension rolls and are not nonservice connected as referred to often- 
times. 

The cost projection to the year 2000, I don’t see it published any- 
where else. It seems to me that those figures are figures that are pub- 
lished to frighten people or discredit something. T was just doodling 
a little and I thought I would project cost projections for each one of 
the members of your honorable committee. 

You maintain a home in Washington and in your home State—I 
have assumptions, too, the same as the Bureau of the Budget. Sol 
assume that it costs you not less than $20,000 a year to live. You 
know that it is going to cost you $800,000 just to live to the year 2000. 
Well, we are not going to stop living on account of it. It may or may 
not be right, but think about it ; $800,000 just to maintain yourself and 
your family, and the taxpayers are going to pay it. 

It is a little ridiculous, that’s what I am trying to get over, this 


Bureau of the Budget projection. At some point somebody should 
tell them. 
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Here is another thing: They give these big figures and when they 
ive the big figures, I always think of what has happened during the 
ast year. There was a $13 billion error within the last year, that 
embarrassed everybody. If they can make a $13 billion error in 1 
year, do you believe that anyone is capable or competent to project 
anything to the year 2000¢ I just can’t accept it as a basis or as a 
reason or anything else for being against a bill to aid the disabled, 
their widows and their orphans. 

Well, there was reference made to the Bradley Commission report. 
I believe that Mr. Stans made reference to the Bradley Commission 
report. But I think that when he does make reference that he should 
not stop short of all the facts. 

You know the Bradley Commission report, they were very con- 
servative, but they recommended and stood solidly behind equaliza- 
tion for widows and orphans. 

Now Mr. Stans didn’t tell you that, but that is a fact, too; that is 
inthe report. I could talk about this a longtime, Sometimes I think 
that maybe the less said the better. 

H.R. 6432 was eo yesterday. H.R. 6432, they said, by the 
year 2000, saved $47 billion. There it is again; that is a figure. 

But let us assume for a second that it is going to save $47 billion, 
who is it to save on? That is on the present program of pensions 
based on the present program. ‘They are going to take it out of the 
hide of the disabled. the widows, and the orphans, and this is the 
group, these are the low-income group—they have to qualify by not 
having income—that the President, in his message, said should have 
more. 

What is the consistency in a bill of that kind? I just have a very, 
very hard time reconciling myself. 

I am sure that all you gentlemen know, with me, how difficult it is 
to understand veterans’ affairs, veterans’ pension programs, This 
one, H.R. 7650, is relatively simple. 

Do you know that in H.R. 6432 there are 19 tables, there are 103 
different rates in that bill, and I don’t believe that your staff could 
ever understand it, and I am certain they can’t understand it to be 
able to tell a constituent what he or she might be entitled to. In 
that way it is impossible. 

Well, I just want to mention one thing, that we are for H.R. 7650 
the way it stands. I, too, compromised and gave. I did my best 
to be fair with the Congress, and be fair with the people, and be 
fair with our veterans. We did get in substantial agreement by 
giving. It does not go as far as my personal opinion goes. But I 
think that when you are considering passing this out, which we hope 
you do, without amendment, but when you are considering it, I 
think you also ought to consider alternates. 

In the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee there are 120 pension 
bills pending. Our own program, as adopted at the convention, if 
enacted, would cost $750 million. We didn’t ask for that. We com- 
promised on it. We agreed upon a conservative bill that warrants 
and justifies support, and we respectfully ask that you support it. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Moors. Mr. Chairman, this concludes our testimony. We wish 
to express our deep appreciation for the courtesy extended to us, 

The Cuatrman. Are there any questions? 

Senator Kerr. The witness who has just spoken, you referred to 
the fact that the Director of the Budget told us yesterday that the 
administration bill, what is that, H.R. 6432? 

Mr. McCourpy. Yes. 

Senator Kerr. Would save $47 billion by the year 2000, and I be 
lieve Mr. Whittier, Administrator of the Veterans’ Administration, 
told us that he thought that would be an equitable bill to the veterans, 
I asked him what argument he would use if he were a Member of 
Congress when he went home talking to the veterans and the widows 
and orphans whose interests were at stake in this legislation, what 
argument he would use to them in trying to convince them that that 
which would reduce the benefits of the present law, if it continued 
in effect, by $47 billion, would be an equitable program for those 
whose benefits would be reduced to that extent. 

He didn’t answer the question, and I just wonder if you had 
thought of an answer that a man on this committee might be able 
to give in persuading them that that was an equitable arrangement, 

Mr. Moore. Senator Kerr, to use some of your logic, I would like 
to report if he were in the position of a Congressman, his answer 
to your question may have been different. [Laughter.] 

Senator Tatmapce. I have one question, Mr. Chairman. 

Commander Moore, I have received several hundred letters about 
this bill. and, of course, the majority of them from my home State, 
but some from virtually every State in the Union. A great many 
of those letters obviously are from World War I veterans objecti 
to the bill. Do you have any knowledge as to why World War | 
veterans would object to this bill? 

Mr. Moore. Yes, sir. There is a considerable number of World 
War I veterans that are in favor of $100 a month straight across the 
board pension bill, for $100 regardless of need or anything else. 

I might say that resolution has been presented to the American 
Legion for the past 10 national conventions, every year, and that res- 
olution has been defeated by a substantial majority at each of those 
conventions. 

But at the present time those that do want that $100 a month pension 
are very vociferous and writing many more letters than perhaps the 
more conservative veteran is. 

Senator Taumapcr. You think their objection then is predicated 
upon the fact that it is not liberal enough to the veterans of World 
War I? 

Mr. Moore. That is correct, sir. They want more. 

Mr. Corcoran. Mr. Chairman, may I add a comment there? 

Mr. Senator, the VA points out that of the people who will be in- 
creased as a result of the liberalizing provisions of this bill, 88 percent 
of them are World War I veterans, and of those who will be waded to 
the rolls for the first time, 92 percent of them will be World Warl 
veterans. 

Senator Tatmapcee. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Frear. 

Senator Frear. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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National commander, and our national president, I would like to 
say to Mrs. Gunn, you have added a great deal to the frontline of attack 
by the American Legion. I think the American Legion Auxiliary is 
an organization very worthy of its name, and of its operation. It isa 
child-welfare program, as you have very well mentioned. It is one of 
the outstanding programs, I think, in this program of a voluntary nat- 
ure. Certainly, your work as national president has been quite in- 
fluential in the States, especially in our little Stateof Delaware. _ 

I am sure you know Mr. George Ehringer, of Dover, and his wife, 
and the interest they have taken in this program. And truly, the 
veterans organizations and the American Legion in particular, in their 
rehabilitation program, deserves more credit than the general public 
may give them. They also have voluntarily done this work, and I 
believe you have a background for coming to Congress and asking 
them for assistance and support of the widows and orphans and vet- 
erans. é 

I think there is no one more conscious on this committee than the 
junior Senator from Delaware regarding the finances of America, of 
the Treasury Department. We listen attentively when the Treasury 
and the Budget Director come down here and tell us about the con- 
dition, and where is the money coming from, and so forth, and I think 
we are responsible for getting that money. It is a little bit difficult 
for the junior Senator from Delaware, however, to always recognize 
the fact that when we want something for our veterans and we want 
something for the people in this country who don’t have quite all they 
need, it is a rather difficult program to put over, but sometimes it is 
rather easy to get a program that we want to ship overseas to some- 
body to be approved. 

I think your visit to Delaware also, Mr. National Commander, was 
of great benefit. We look forward in that little State to the visits 
of the national commander and of the national president, also. 

Iam very grateful for your appearance here and the expressions 
you have made on behalf of 7,650, to both of you. 

I have no questions, and the chairman was very considerate in let- 
ting me make these comments. 

hank you, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Cartson. Just one. 

The Cuatrrman. Senator Carlson. 

Senator Cartson. Mr. Commander, I notice you approve H.R. 7650, 
and yet you state in your statement that you are disappointed in the 
rates, that they did not meet the recommendations of your organ- 
ization. 

What are those rates and how much additional cost would they be? 
Ithink it ought to be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Moorr. Yes, sir; we would be very happy to. 

The rates that we recommended were for a single veteran from zero 
to $600 income, $90 a month; $600 to $1,200 income, $75 a month ; 
$1,200 to $1,800 income, $50 a month. 

A married veteran with zero to $1,000 income, $90 a month; $1,000 
to $2,000 income, $75 a month: and $2,000 to $3,000, $50 a month. 

Additional $70 for aid and attendance. 
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A widow, zero to $600, $60 a month; $600 to $1,200 income, $50 , 
month; $1,200 to $1,800 income, $30 a month. 

A widow with one child, zero to $1,000 income, $75 a month; $1,000 
to $2,000, $60 a month; $2,000 to $3,000, $40 a month, with $12 addi. 
tional for each child. 

Senator Kerr. $12 or $15, Mr. Commander ? 

Mr. Moore. $12. That concession was suggested by us in an effort 
to obtain higher rates for veterans and widows. 

For children alone, zero to $1,800 income, the first child, $ 
$12 for each additional child. 

The American Legion proposal would cost an estimated $7 million 
more in the first year than H.R. 7650. 

Senator Cartson. In other words, your test for the basis of the 
payment would be to the advantage of the veteran over and above the 
pending legislation ? 

Mr. Moore. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Carison. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Moore. This is a compromise measure. 

The CuatrMan. Senator Cotton. 

Senator Corron. Incidental to the rates that you have just men- 
tioned—and I recognize that this might be a distasteful question, be- 
cause I am sure that you are natur: ally compelled in your capacity to 
represent the interest of veterans of all wars 
tinction between World War I, II, or I1I-—— 

Mr. Moore. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. But in the various conferences and considerations 
that your organization, within itself and with other organizations, 
considered the structure of this bill, was the proposal considered that 
the bill should carry higher rates, but that in addition to need that 
an age qualification be put in it? 

In other words, it has seemed to me that while a younger veteran 
who is incapacitated with a nonservice disability, his need is just as 
great, perhaps, and should not be ignored, that, nevertheless, that the 
immediate crying need for congressional action is the aging veteran. 

Now, to what extent was that element considered ? 

Mr. Moore. If you will permit me, I would like to ask Mr. McCurdy 
to answer that. He has been in more heari ings than I have, Senator 
Cotton. 

Mr. McCurpy. Senator Cotton, I don’t believe that we give any 
consideration as between totally and permane a unemployable vet- 
erans, whether they are from ‘World War I or World War II, or 
whether they are from the Korean conflict. If chad qualify, we be- 
lieve there should be no differentiation. It is a matter of happenstance 
that as we grow older we get some little touch of disability here and 
there, and that is why it is directed at the aging because of the high 
percentage of aged that take advantage of it. 

But we make no variation. We think that a veteran who is totally, 
permanently disabled and unemployable at 40, is just as much in need 
as if he were 70. 

Senator Corron. But this bill is not restricted to those of disability, 
is it? 

Mr. McCourpy. Oh, absolutely. 
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Senator Corron. You mean that the need of the aging veteran who 
can’t show disabilities of any nature, that he can get nothing under 
this bill ? 

Mr. McCurpy. That is correct. He must show disabilities and also 
uemployability. He has to show—it doesn’t matter how old he is, 
he has to have disability. 

Senator Corron. To be specific, and perhaps I am not making my- 
self plain, I get many letters from people, veterans and nonveterans, 
who are 55, 58, 60, 62 years of age, who are in good health, who want 
to work but because of the developments in “the economy of ours, 
because jobs are for young men, because the door of op portunity is 
closed to so many older men, just can’t get work. 

Does this bill take care of a veteran who i is 60 years old or 58 years 
old, who is perfectly healthy, who wants to work but who just simply 

ean’t work and is in need ¢ 

Mr. McCurpy. He would have to have some degree of disability. 

However, in the commander’s testimony he referred to the interpre- 
tation by the administrator of disability, and where the man is wholly 
unemployable, and has reached an advanced age, by practice the degree 
of disability is reduced where almost any of us, at my age, could 
qualify. 

Senator Corron. I don’t want to pursue this unnecessarily, but just 
one other question. Again I don’t want to be interpreted here as a 
lack of sympathy for the younger men who are faced with misfortune, 
the younger veterans. Is it not a fact, however, that the cases of 
young veterans, veterans of World War II, veterans of the Korean 
conflict, in cases of either total or very large percentage disability, 
non-service-connected, are in relation to the entire picture small, com- 
paratively small, in number, and in order to take care of all of them, 
doesn’t a bill which se rupulously brings them all oo picture prove 
rather costly to the aging veteran of World War I, or the aging vet- 
eran who is faced with the situation we all are f: ai with eventually, 
and which seems to be the central need here; in other words, a bill 
could be more liberal with the aging veteran if it placed the emphasis 
there, and those that would be left out would be an extremely small, 
comparatively small in number, it would seem to me—that 1s, those 
who are incapacitated, completely non-service-connected injuries, or 
disabilities, at a younger age, must be comparatively a small croup ? 
Is that incorrect ? 

Mr. McCurpy. No, that is correct. It might be interesting to note 
that of all the World War I veterans now living and over the age 65, 
48 percent of them are on the pension rolls. 

Of all World War II veterans over the age of 65, only 4 percent are 
on the pension rolls, which to me merely indicates a change in the eco- 
nomics, Which will progress and tend to reduce rather than increase 
the number on these pension rolls. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuamman. Are there any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

The Cuatrman. We thank you and the American Legion for the 
presentation you have ms ude. 

The next. witness is Mr. John R. Holden of the AMVETS. 

Mr. Holden, will you take a seat, sir, and proceed ? 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN R. HOLDEN, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, AMVrETs 


Mr. Hotpen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I am John R. Holden, 
the national legislative director of AMVETS. 

I appreciate this opportunity to present the views of AMVETS jn 
support of H.R. 7650, a bill to revise the non-service-connected pension 
program. This program, in our judgment, has long been in need of 
revision. H.R. 7650 contains a basic philosophy with whic 
AMVETS is in complete agreement—that of more realistically 1. 
lating pension payments to financial need. 

AMVETS longstanding position with respect to the current nop. 
service-connected pension program was best expressed in a policy 
statement adopted at our 1957 national convention and reaffirmed at 
the most recent national convention in August 1958. The policy 
states that— 


AMVETS regards compensation for the service-connected disabled veteran’and 
the surviving dependents of those who lost their lives from a service-connected 
cause as a paramount objective of the veterans program. Nevertheless, AMVETS 
supports the non-service-connected pension program for veterans and their de 
pendents so long as the program is based on realistic tests of need. The present 
non-service-connected pension program is deficient in some respects in that it 
fails to distinguish between various levels of need, thus resulting in thousands 
of veterans and widows being denied benefits or having to exist on a small 
pension with no other income when many other fortunate individuals have con- 
siderable income and resources and receive the same pension payments . 

AMVETS rejects proposals which would further liberalize the pension pro- 
gram by adding persons to the rolls who are not actually in need. Instead, 
AMVETS would prefer to see any additional expenditure for non-service-con- 
nected pension directed to those most in need. Of particular concern are those 
unfortunate individuals who are so disabled as to require the aid and attendance 
of another person. The widows of World War II and Korean veterans are 
causing particular concern because widows and small children are not eligible 
for pension unless the veteran had a service-connected disability ratable at an 
ascertainable degree at the time of his death. 

We cannot disregard the precarious position of the Nation’s finances at this 
time, in that 7 percent of the Nation’s annual income is being expended for 
veterans’ benefits, yet it is inevitable that as unwarranted expenditures for 
non-service-connected pensions arise, it will be increasingly difficult to obtain 
and maintain adequate compesation for the service-collected disabled. We 
must assume adequate compensation programs, medical services, and adequate 
pensions for those truly in need rather than embark on pension programs which 
are actually in the nature of a service bonus. 


In short, gentlemen, we embrace the philosophy that the payment 
of pension must be based upon need, and that as the need varies among 
individuals, so must the pension payments vary. 

The shortcomings of the existing pension program were vividly 
pointed up in House Committee Print No. 30, 1st session, 86th Con- 
gress, dated April 22, 1959, and entitled “Survey of Financial Condi- 
tions of Veterans Receiving Non-Service-Connected Disability Pen- 
sions.” This survey revealed details of cases of veterans on the 
pension rolls with liquid assets in excess of $50,000. Numerous cases 
were reported where the veteran and his wife had more income than 
the average American family, yet he was receiving a pension and had 
been on the rolls for many years. The survey indicated that approxi- 
mately 20,000 of the married pensioners now on the rolls have family 
income in excess of $5,000. More than 13,000 pensioners have liquid 
assets of $15,000. 
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At the other end of the scale, the survey revealed that 46,000 mar- 
ried pensioners have no income other than their pension, while 114,000 
have incomes of less than $500 annually. Yet all of these pensioners 
high income and no income alike, receive the same monthly rate o 

nsion—$66.15 or $78.75 if they are 65 years of age or have been in 
receipt of pension for 10 years. The rate is $135.45 if the veteran 

uires the aid and attendance of another person. 
We of AMVETS are keenly aware of the fact that a seriously dis- 
abled veteran with no other source of income cannot live on this 
meager pension. In attempting to provide a measure of relief for 
this unfortunate group, however, we must guard against adding to 
the already subetentia! income of some pensioners. 

An increase in limitations on outside income, as some have advo- 
cated, would merely add more pensioners with substantial incomes to 
the rolls, without providing any help to the seriously disabled veteran 
with no income. An arbitrary across-the-board increase in monthly 
rates will not solve the problem, either. Not only would the cost be 

rohibitive, but the sheadetadboies of the existing program would still 
be resent. 

t is the considered opinion of AMVETS that the veteran and his 
family having little or no outside income should receive the maximum 
pension — and that pension should not be paid unless financial 
need is demonstrated. The income scales and the monthly rates set 
forth in H.R. 7650 recognize this concept by providing reasonable 
rates of pension that are realistically related to need. 

One aspect of H.R. 7650, in the judgment of AMVETS, requires 
further study. I refer to section 3(a) on page 5 beginning on line 6. 
This section provides that only 50 percent of a wife’s income shall be 
considered as the income of the veteran in computing income for 
pension purposes. : 

In testimony before the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs in the 
House of Representatives, AMVETS indicated that, in our opinion, 
4 spouse’s income should be included as the income of the veteran. 
We continue to hold that belief. This is a matter of simple equity 
among the veterans affected. Why should one veteran receive mini- 
mum pension payments because he has independent income, while 
another receives maximum payments because his liquid assets and 
income-producing property are in his wife’s name? 

Under the provisions of section 3(a) of the bill, a veteran may 
have $100,000 in the bank yielding 3 percent a year interest, and by 
the simple expedient of transferring it to his wife’s name, be eligible 
to receive $75 per month pension. 

To prevent situations of this nature from occurring, we suggest two 
ee Aments: 

First, we recommend that section 3(a) be amended by inserting the 
word “earned” in lien of the word “such” on line 10, page 5, before 
the word “income.” The paragraph would then read: 

In determining annual income, where a veteran is living with his spouse, all 
income of the spouse which is reasonably available to or for the veteran except 
$1,200 or 50 per centum of earned income, whichever is the greater, shall be 
considered as the income of the veteran, unless in the judgment of the Admin- 
istrator to do so would work a hardship upon the veteran. 
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Secondly, we recommend that section 3(b) on page 6 of the bil] 
be amended so that the Administrator is vested with the authority 
to deny or discontinue pension when the corpus of the veteran’s and 
his spouse’s estate is such that it is reasonable that some part of the 
corpus be consumed for the veteran’s maintenance. H.R. 7650 in its 
present form limits this authority on the part of the Administrator to 
the veteran’s estate alone. 

These two simple amendments, in the judgment of AMVETS, 
would make the bill more equitable and would serve to make the test 
of need more realistic. 

Undoubtedly, one of the most important features of H.R. 7650 is 
the provision that would establish the eligibility of World War II 
and Korean conflict widows for pension on the same basis as is pro- 
vided for widows of World War I veterans. As you know, widows 
of World War II and Korean conflict veterans, to be eligible for pen- 
sion, must establish that the veteran upon whose death the applica- 
tion for pension is based, had an ascertainable degree of service con- 
nected disability at the time of death. The widows of World WarI 
veterans applying for this benefit are spared this requirement and 
may eualify merely on the establishment of 90 days’ service and a 
discharge other than dishonorable. We can see no logical reason for 
the disparity, and heartily endorse the provisions of H.R. 7650 that 
will correct it. 

In summary, gentlemen, AMVETS endorse H.R. 7650. We urge 
that the two amendments we have suggested be incorporated in the 
bill. It is our considered judgment that this bill offers a well- 
balanced, realistic pension program. It contains provisions insur- 
ing that no veteran, widow, or child presently in receipt of pension 
will be reduced or terminated as the result of this bill. It will pro- 
vide increased pension payments to 70 percent of those now on the 
rolls. 

In short, it represents a reasonable approach to a complex prob- 
lem. A sound revision of existing pension laws, such as that con- 
templated by H.R. 7650, is essential if we are to have the capacity 
to continue caring adequately for the needs of the service-connected 
disabled veteran, his dependents and survivors. We, therefore, urge 
the favorable reporting of H.R. 7650. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, Mr. Holden. 

Are there any questions ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Hotpen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHatrman. The next witness is Judge David B. Williams, 
national commander, Disabled American Veterans. 

Senator Williams comments that you have a good name. 

Mr. Wiiu1ams. Thank you. I was thinking of a relative of mine 
who used to raise chickens in New Hampshire, but I am sure there is 
a distant connection. 
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STATEMENT OF JUDGE DAVID B. WILLIAMS, NATIONAL COM- 
MANDER, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS; ACCOMPANIED BY 
JOSEPH R. HAROLD, EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT; ELMER M. FREUDEN- 
BERGER, ACTING NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF LEGISLATION; AND 
JOHN W. BURRIS, NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF EMPLOYMENT RELA- 
TIONS, DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 


Mr. Witu1AMs. I want to thank the Senators, both Senators from 
Delaware, on the hospitality shown to me by that State on Memorial 
Day when I was the speaker at the exercises at Wilmington and at 
the bridge, a most impressive ceremony all around, and certainly the 
people of your State are most kind and. magnanimous. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee on Finance of the 
U.S. Senate: 

My name is David B. Williams, and I am the national commander 
of the Disabled American Veterans, an organization of over 200,000 
wartime disabled veterans of the Armed Forces of the United States. 
The Disabled American Veterans has been in existence for nearly 
40 years and, for more than 25 years of that time, has been operating 
under a Federal charter granted by the Congress of the United 
States. 

With me today are Joseph R. Harold, my executive assistant, also 
of Boston, and the acting national director of legislation, Elmer M. 
Freudenberger, originally from Ohio, but since then he is a resident 
of Maryland, and also originally from Ohio, our director of employ- 
ment relations, John W. Burris. 

All of the officers and members of our organization appreciate the 
opportunity afforded me to appear before your committee and to 
discuss the subject of H.R. 7650, although our primary concern is 
legislation for the welfare of the war disabled, their widows and or- 
phans. We know that much is now being said and done about 
revising the laws pertaining to non-service-connected pensions and, 
despite our specialized field of endeavor, the Disabled American Vet- 
rans must necessarily be especially vigilant with respect to develop- 
ments in that legislative area. We must measure any proposal on 
this subject. by the basic criteria which should govern our attitude on 
all veterans’ legislation, in other words “What effect will the pension 
proposals have, either directly or indirectly, upon the service-con- 
nected disabled veterans and those claiming under them?” 

It is necessary that we carefully examine the philosophical basis 
of any pension legislation, to preserve the identity of the veterans’ 
programs and prevent any consolidation with a general welfare pro- 
gram. While not losing sight of our original aims and objectives, 
we are not insensitive to the needs of our wartime comrades who can 
qualify for disability pensions but who have not established service- 
connection or whose compensation payments for service-connected 
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disease or injury are wholly inadequate to maintain that disabled 
individual who has been rendered unemployable by reason of all his 
disabilities, both those due to service and those not in that category, 
Such a one should, indeed, be awarded the greater amount of pensi 
but why should he have to waive all right to compensation ? Why 
should not compensation be considered along with pension under 4 
fair and suitable formula in determining the total amount of mone. 
tary benefits payable? I desire to revert to this subject later on in 
my statement. 

At this point, with your indulgence, I will refer to the Disabled 
American Veterans’ legislative policy. It is as follows: 


POLICY OF THE DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS 


Because the Disabled American Veterans was founded on the principle that 
this Nation’s first obligation is to its war-disabled veterans, and their depend- 
ents, the DAV believes that our Government should provide: 

(1) Proper medical care and treatment of veterans for disabilities.ip- 
curred in or aggravated by active service in the Armed Forces of the United 
States ; 

(2) Adequate disability compensation for service-connected disabilities; 

(3) Vocational rehabilitation and education to restore employability of 
wartime disabled veterans in gainful, useful employment; and 

(4) Adequate death benefits for the widows, minor children, and depend- 
ent parents of veterans who die as the result of service-connected disabili- 
ties and of veterans who were handicapped by service-incurred disabilities. 

It therefore follows that the DAV believes that the Congress of the United 
States (1) should extend priority of consideration to proposed legislation which 
aims to provide benefits for veterans with service-incurred disabilities, and for 
their dependents, and (2) that the DAV will consider giving its support to pro- 
posed legislation for the benefit of other veterans, and their dependents, only if 
convinced that its enactment will in no way jeopardize existing or proposed 
benefits for veterans with service-incurred disabilities, and for their dependents. 


In connection with item (2), last paragraph, of the above quoted 
policy statement, we have viewed with much concern and, indeed, 
alarm some of the bills that have been introduced in this 86th Con- 

ss. It is our considered opinion, however, that the proposed legis- 
ation, H.R. 7650, deserves the support of the Disabled American 
Veterans in view of what is desired to be accumplished for the war 
veterans, their widows and dependents, at the same time keeping in 
mind the welfare, security, and stability of the United States in these 
trying and critical times. 

It is fully realized that the exceedingly great number of veteran 
potentials under any pension system, the vast and increasing costs 
of the program, and its accumulative effect upon the national economy 
in the years to come, admittedly give good cause to pause and reflect. 
The Disabled American veterans most certainly does not relish the 
thought of the compensation program being relegated to the rear or 
perhaps smothered or practically snuffed out by costly developments 
in the pension field far beyond the needs of the situation. 

In our opinion, there is merit to the proposal designed to insure 
that those who are in desperate circumstances or in dire need should 
receive the full amount of pension payable, but we do not subscribe 
to any theory that such payments should be based upon abject poverty 
or computed on a public assistance or social service criterion. 

If there is to be a graduated scale based upon income, then there 
should be not more than three steps, as now provided in H.R. 7650, 
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ith reasonable amounts as to income specified, and the rates of 
nsion payable in each step should not be so low as to remove the 
fst shred of dignity and self-respect left to the permanently and 
totally disabled veteran. We believe that a reasonable maximum 
income figure to qualify for full pension benefits constitutes a sound 
approach if the present pension system is to be superseded. 
elative to “annual income” for pension purposes we most em- 
phatieally did not agree, and still don’t, with the concept in the earlier 
proposal, H.R. 6432, in our appearance before the House committee, 
that only public assistance payments should be excluded. That, of 
course, should not be included as income but in addition there are 
other items which should be excluded. The status of those items 
now excluded under existing law should be retained. In fact, the 
Disabled American Veterans has a mandate calling for the exclusion 
of insurance payments of $10,000, or under, received from private 
insurance companies. Government veterans’ insurance is now ex- 
cluded. If a wife’s income or any part thereof is to be considered 
“income” along with the veteran’s, then provision should be made 
for those cases wherein the income of the wife is not made available 
for some good reason for support of the veteran. 

Any pension bill with a “wife’s income” provision should contain 
an additional clause to insure that there will be machinery set up to 
resolve such cases equitably and not work undue hardship upon the 
veteran because his wife has some income of her own, ever keeping 
in mind the importance of preserving the morale and dignity of the 
veteran. 

A widow should be given preferential treatment as to income for 
the 12-month period following the death of her husband, so that she 
can meet the obligations incident thereto without being barred from 
pension benefits because her income exceeds the maximum. 

The terms “net worth” and “corpus of estate test,” if applied should 
be clarified to the maximum degree to insure that they will be under- 
stood and applied liberally. Such provisions in the law will undoubt- 

ly be a considerable source of irritation and controversy, at best, 
and great care must be exercised to avoid reasonable cause for criticism 
in their administration. 

Still on the subject of annual income the Disabled American Vet- 
erans believes that death benefits received by parents for the loss of a 
son, or daughter, in service should not be considered as income. The 
fact that a widow’s income is over the amount specified by law should 
not prevent payments to the child or children of the deceased vet- 
eran—and that is now in the proposed legislation. 

This organzation is very much in favor of the provision placing 
the widows of World War II and Korean conflict on a parity with 
those of World War I in the matter of eligibility for pension. In 
the interest of equity and uniformity the World War II and Korean 
widows should be placed under the rule now applicable to World War 
I widows who do not have to show service connection and “ascertain- 
able residuals” at the time of the veteran’s death in order to qualify. 

Your committee is urged to retain the grandfather clause now in- 
cluded in H.R. 7650. In any such far-reaching changes of the pension 
system the dictates of equity and justice require that those now on 
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the pension rolls be protected from any adverse effects of the new 
system. 

Reverting to my earlier statement about the desirability of award. 
ing compensation along with pension, with due allowance made ag 
to the total amount, I wish to state that we firmly believe that the 
present waiver requirement is most unfair. We feel that some pro- 
vision should be made in the law to insure that a veteran, who js 
entitled to pension benefits for all his disability, should not be required 
to waive compensation payments due him for the service- connected 
y0rtion of his disability in order to receive pension consideration, 
Ve advocate a formula that will enable a veteran to retain his sery- 
ice-connected disability compensation and at the same time receive 
non-service-connected pension on the basis of a graduated scale, de- 
pending upon the rating assigned. Such a disposition of the issue 
would not only promote the feeling of pride and satisfaction on the 
part of the service-connected veteran, but would also benefit the Gov- 
ernment through enabling the Veterans’ Administration to make a 
better br eakdown i in their “claims statistics. When seeking its budget 
appropriations a much better case could be presented to the two Con- 
gression: al Committees on Appropriations In arriving at the actual 
figures of compensation and pension beneficiaries and the amounts 
paid in each category. 

As an example of what we mean about a formula, I invite your at- 
tention to the following table: 
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Under the principle as employed in this table it will be noted that 
the final amount is computed by subtracting the service-connected 
percentage from 100 percent and adding the remainder percentage of 
pension to the final amount. The pension rates under the provisions 
of existing law were used in preparing the above table but if these 
are changed by new legislation the formula could be easily modified 
accordingly. 

In concluding this statement I must reiterate again that the primary 
concern of the Disabled American Veterans relates to legislation in 
the field of ¢ ompensation. It is our hope that in considering pension 
legislation the Congress will keep uppermost in mind at all times the 
importance of ac« ording priority to those programs directly affecting 
the wartime service-connected disabled veteran, inasmuch as the first 
duty of the Government in the field of veterans’ legislation is to the 
wartime disabled veterans, their survivors and dependents. 
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On behalf of our entire organization I thank you most sincerely 
for your courtesy and this friendly reception, Mr. Chairman, and 

ntlemen. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Judge Williams. 

Are there any questions ¢ 

(No response. ) 

The Cuarrmman. Thank you. 

Senator Frear. I w maid just like to say to the commander that you 
did make many friends when you went to Delaware this past Memorial 
Day, and there are many of them hopeful that you will return again. 

Mr. Wiurams. Thank you very much. [I certainly enjoyed my 
visit very much. They are certainly most hospitable. 

The CHarrMan. Weappreciate your appearance. 

Mr. Wuu1aMs. Thank you very much. 

The Cuamman. The next witness is Mr. Joseph Mazur, of the 
American Veterans Committee. 

Will you take a seat, sir, and proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. MAZUR, CHAIRMAN, VETERAN AND 
ARMED FORCES AFFAIRS COMMISSION, AMERICAN VETERANS 
COMMITTEE; ACCOMPANIED BY IRVIN LECHLITER, EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, AMERICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE 


Mr. Mazur. Mr. Chairman and Senators, my name is Joseph Mazur, 
and I am chairman of the veteran and armed forces commission of the 
American Veterans Committee. I thank the committee for the oppor- 
tunity to present the t testimony here today. 

As you may know, AVC was founded during World War IT and 
now includes members who served in World War I and in the Korean 
conflict. During the last 16 years we have adhered to the principles of 
citizenship upon which our organization was created, namely, that the 
duty and obligation of the citizen-soldier who fought for his country 
in time of peril is to continue to serve his country in peacetime as 
acitizen-veteran. 

The American Veterans Committee has always been concerned with 
the welfare of all the people of our country and not just the welfare 
of the veteran. While we deeply believe that what is good for the 
country is good for the veteran, we do not necessarily agree that what 
seems to be good for the veteran is always good for the country. 

AVC views the recipients of veterans benefits on the basis of two 
categories: First, the veterans who have suffered disability as a result 
of military service and the survivors of those killed in service or who 
died from service-connected causes; second, the group of veterans who 
incurred no disability in service. 

For the first group, we believe that the Government should prov ide 
such aid as will enable them to maintain the position in society to 
which the ‘vy are entitled. The proposed legislation before this com- 
mittee does nothing to provide for much needed increases in dis- 
ability compensation to meet the rising costs of living. 

For the second group, those who were not disabled, AVC feels that 
the Government’s sole obligation is “to provide such financial, medi- 
cal, vocational, and educational assistance to all veterans as is neces- 
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sary for complete readjustment to civilian life.” For this reason 
at “aie : ; : : ; 

AVC endorsed, in its earliest days, the GI bill of rights, which was a 

landmark in progressive veterans’ legislation. It is for this reason, 

also, that we now favor a GI bill for peacetime veterans. 

The 12th National Convention of the American Veterans Commit- 
tee, held in May 1959, adopted a platform on veterans affairs which 
Says: 

We believe that general pension benefits should be eliminated entirely for 
World War II and Korean veterans due to the greatly expanded social security, 
public assistance, and veterans’ benefits programs, to which World War I vet. 
erans and their dependents were not entitled. We endorse the recommendations 
of the Bradley Commission, to continue the general pension program for World 
War I veterans as the reserve line of economic defense. 

AVC believes that the Government should rely on the social security program 
to the greatest possible extent in providing income-maintenance benefits for 
veterans and nonveterans against some of the economic and medical hazards of 


life. 

The VA non-service-connected pension program should be essentially a reserve 
line of economic defense for veterans and their dependents until such time as 
their minimum income requirements are met under OASI or through their own 
sources of income. Benefit and eligibility provisions of this program and OASI 
should be coordinated to eliminate overlapping and duplication of payments, 
with pensions being reduced by OASI benefits rather than the present reversed 
situation. 

AVC therefore recognizes that some consideration may be duc, in 
isolated instances, to some World War I veterans, but only as a “re- 
serve line of economic defense.” 

Our platform refers to the report of the President’s Commission on 
Veterans’ Pensions, popularly known as the Bradley report. AVC 
agrees with the basic philosophy and recommendations of the Bradley 
report, and it is demonstrable that the overwhelming majority of 
veterans also concur with these principles. This has been noted in 
many surveys, including one referred to in a 1957 issue of the Satur- 
day Evening Post. The Post has this to say about the attitudes of 
veterans toward pensions: 

With few dissenting voices, 15 million men have adopted the American Vet- 
erans Committee’s slogan of 1945: ‘Citizens first, veterans second.” 

AVC feels that the bill before your committee is a bad bill, and 
should be defeated for the following reasons : 

1. The new maximum income limits are so high that veterans with 
maximum social security benefits will get pensions of $40 to $45 a 
month. Veterans with average OASI benefits would get pensions of 
$70 a month. 

2. The bill does not take into consideration social security payments, 
private retirement plan payments, etc., until pension payments equal 
the beneficiary’s contribution to these other systems. As a result, 
persons with substantial retirement income will qualify for VA pen- 
sions needlessly. 

3. This bill would add 277,000 new beneficiaries to the non-service- 
connected pension rolls at an overall increase of cost of approximately 
$10 billion without clear-cut evidence of need. 

We feel that the bill now before this committee, by increasing the 
number of beneficiaries, by setting up higher payments, and by setting 
up higher maximum income limits, will result in a needless broaden- 
ing of the scope of veterans benefits in a category which should be 
gradually reduced and finally eliminated. 
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We do not believe that Congress should have granted pensions to 
widows of World War I veterans who were not disabled as a result 
of military service. We also realize that it would be difficult to 
rescind existing pensions. Although this may create an apparent in- 
equity, it is preferable to allow the rolls of those receiving non- 
service-connected pensions to decrease gradually than to compound 
the original error by adding to the pension rolls a new category of re- 
cipients at an approximate cost of some $22 billion. gf 

Mr. Chairman, you have doubtless heard many petitioners before 
you expressing fears about mounting governmental expenditures and 
at the same time indicating a desire for a reduction in taxes. Unfor- 
tunately, each special interest group feels that the savings should 
be in some other than its own area. Members of AVC are not fearful 
of legitimate governmental expenditures, but we do oppose waste and 
misspending of the magnitude contemplated in the proposed legisla- 
tion before your committee today. 

We respect fullly suggest that the passage of this bill will be a dis- 
service not only to the country but to the legitimate areas of veterans’ 
benefits and urge you to vote against this bill or recommend against 
this bill. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you, Mr. Mazur. 

Are there any questions 4 

Senator Kerr. Yes; I want to ask a question. 

Could you tell the committee something about the organization 
which you represent, whether it has a charter from the Congress, if 
it has annual conventions, what its membership is? Does it have an 
organized group in Oklahoma ? 

Mr. Mazur. The American Veterans Committee is incorporated 
under the laws of the State of New York. We have approximately 
40,000 members throughout the country. 

Senator Kerr. How many of them are in Oklahoma? 

Mr. Mazur. I beg your pardon ? 

Senator Kerr. How many are there in Oklahoma ? 

Mr. Lecuurrer. I am Irvin Lechliter, executive director of AVC. 

I do not have the figures here. Our national secretary will have 
them, in the office, and I shall be glad to supply you with them. 

Senator Kerr. Will you do that? 

Mr. Lecuurter. I shall. 

Senator Kerr. Do you hold annual conventions? 

Mr. Mazur. We hold annual conventions; yes, sir. Our last con- 
vention—— 

Senator Kerr. Where do you hold them ? 

_Mr. Mazur. We hold them throughout the country from time to 
time. The last one was up in New York State. The one preceding 
that was in Boston. 

Senator Kerr. What were the dates of those? 

Mr. Mazur. The last one was May 1959. We hold them annually 
about that time. 

Senator Kerr. And the one before that in Boston? 

Mr. Mazur. Yes. 

Mr. Lecurrer. The one before that was in Pennsylvania. 

Senator Kerr. Would you give the committee a breakdown of the 
number of members you have in each State? 
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Mr. Mazur. I do not have that available, Senator, but we could 
make that available to you. 

Mr. Lecutrrer. We shall be glad to. 

(When received the information referred to will be retained in the 
files of the committee. ) 

Senator Kerr. Thank you very much. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Mazur. May I just have another word? 

In your recommendations we would urge that you seriously con- 
sider the Br adley Commission rec commendation that nonservice dis- 
ability benefits should be terminated as soon as possible, that if you 
keep the nonservice pensions as you now have them, that the income 
scale and the benefits scale remain at the same level and that there 
be no further enlargement of the group of nonservice pensions. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you. ‘ 

The next witness is Mr. Merle E. Hopper, Veterans of World War 
I of the United States of America. 

Senator Frear. Mr. Chairman, I understand that this gentleman 
is a resident of the State of Delaware; is that true, sir? 

Mr. Hopper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Frear. I think we are very fortunate in having an inter- 
ested person from the State of Delaware before us today, sir. 


STATEMENT OF MERLE E. HOPPER, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL LEGIS. 
LATIVE COMMITTEE, VETERANS OF WORLD WAR I OF THE U.S.A, 
INC.; ACCOMPANIED BY FRED J. HOLLENBECK, NATIONAL COM. 
MANDER, VETERANS OF WORLD WAR I OF THE U.S.A. 


Mr. Hopper. Thank you, Senator. 

I would also like to say to Senator Williams, being from our own 
hometown, if we are not blood relations, we are, 
relations. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Chairman, has the man affronted t 
of the senior Senator from Delaware? 

Senator Witi1ams. No. He was trying to say, and what he said 
was, that we were water relations, and he was trying to point out 
that in selecting his home he was selecting the best resort on the 
Atlantic seaboard, namely, Rehoboth. 

Senator McCarrny. I would say to the chairman that 
the same as being a drinking companion. [Laughter. ] 

Senator Bennett. Does that mean the Senator 
implies that the Senator from Delaware does 
| Laughter. | 

Senator McCartnuy. I just wanted to be sure that the Senator from 
Oklahoma had this clear. 

Senator Kerr. I appreciate the help that my friend from Minne- 
sota gave me, and I am not right sure that the Senator from Utah was 
trying to add to the sum tots al of my knowledge by his remarks. 

Senator Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, before the witness begins. and in 
order to add to the sum total of the knowledge, the door for which was 
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opened by the Senator from Oklahoma, I wonder if Mr. Hopper could 
supply for the record the same information regarding his organiza- 
tion that the Senator from Oklahoma asked of the previous witness. 

Mr. Horver. We would be delighted to, Senator, because our mem- 
bership is based—there are 46 departments, and we have approxi- 
mately 140,346, I think, as of yesterday noon, paid-up 1959 members. 

(The total membership by States subsequently submitted follows :) 


Total membership for June 30, 1959, by States 


IEE oncom mtennnies 649 | New Hampshire___.______----_ 1, 122 
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I 5 2 acetal eantiadidiiches 889 | North Dakota_----.-__-----~- 650 
NON 3. ais incessant MI TOE D ia sencttint itis Je sedecte sl acu « 
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ka ta sain acidemia riianaaciaty A 0 II ON is co, cn cicemsenniveeis 4, 011 
I ions Sa delle pieenienkodal 3 350 | eee Vereen. 4 ic ewee 556 
I i cciiesescieseememnteeeees GC Fae | ae oe ke, el 39 
RIS inns dgercineierninaniennniiiiinal TR Fr ain ct itiinti ccc tcincteents 1, 030 
0 i EE EE ardent meng nsreccntaiwelen deepal 120 
i ee 715 | Philippine Islands_,_.________ 45 
A eg st a Gr oe Wo ae 16 
NO hs cla hcesenlecies-oencalesstl hee haat 1, Fis Tveisna—.—........... icles cabiicd 41 
a 1, 662 ——__—- 
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We do not as yet have a breakdown of membership for July but as of this 

date (July 29, 1959) we have a total membership of 140,530. 
CHARLES HINDLEY, 
National Quartermaster-Adjutant. 

I might add, in parentheses, that 6 years ago we had about 4,000 or 
5,000 members. 

Now, if I may, Mr. Chairman, I am chairman of the National Legis- 
lative Committee of the Veterans of World War I of the U.S.A., Inc. 

It is also my honor and privilege to be serving as commander, de- 
partment of Delaware, Veterans of World War |. This morning I 
have with me the national commander of our organization, Mr. Fred J. 
Hollenbeck of the State of New York. This is National Commander 
Hollenbeck. 

I wish to express to the members of the committee my sincere 
appreciation for your courtesy in permitting me to present to this 
distinguished committee our position in connection with H.R. 7650 
as passed by the House last June 15, which would establish a com- 
pletely new version of the pension program and which establishes in- 
come limitations and escalator payment plans and makes them appli- 


cable to veterans of World War I, World War II, and Korea. 
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In any approach on the matter of payment of pensions it is our 
belief the attention of the committee should be called to the fact that 
our organization has no paid representative to speak in behalf of the 
_ 000 veterans of World War I. We did not have the funds 

railable to make surveys, to conduct investigations on a local level, 
nor do we have the personnel which would enable us to give you ag 
complete a statement in connection with pension legislation as has 
been given by others in connection with H.R. 7650. W hat we do sa 
to this distinguished committee is our sincere, honest, and humble 
thinking and we hope that it will be taken in that light. 

After listening to the testimony this morning, | deeply sympathize 
with the committee’s position, and I hope somewhere down the line we 
can arrive at a meeting of the minds. 

Many times the question of survival of the fittest has come to our 
thoughts lately in connection with pension legislation. We of the 
Veterans of World War I, made up exclus sively of those who served 
during the period between April 1917 and July 1921, are concerned 
over the infl: ation spiral which is Trig some of our over 140,000 
members of the Veterans of World War I 

We wish to point out that there has been no general pension increase 
for veterans since 1954 although the value of the dollar has diminished 
and inflation has caused the cost of living to go up and it particularly 
affects the group of persons who are members of our or ganization and 
those who served in World War I and we hope that this committee 
will have this in mind when the y deliberate on the matter of pensions 
for veterans. 


According to all reports we have received there are about 2,900,000 
living W orld War I veterans and it is in behalf of this group we are 
appearing today because we feel that H.R. 7650 as passed by the House, 
directly or indirectly, affects every one of these veterans and we would 
like to point out as quickly and briefly as possible some of our objections 
to H.R. 7650 and the reason we think this bill should not apply to 
veterans of World War I. 

And this, in answer to the question of Senator Talmadge, I believe 
under section 503 of the proposed act provision is made for including 
income from any source, with several exceptions. We do not feel that 
a veteran should be penalized or denied a pension or have a pension 
reduced because in his earlier days he was able to either pay into an 
annuity, social security, or private retirement programs. In other 
words, we believe that these items should be excluded in computing 
income under the provisions of any veterans’ pension legislation for 
the reason that the veteran has paid for these things and they are 
rightfully his. 

On page 2 the bill provides that payments into a private retire- 
ment, annuity, endowment, or like programs equal to his contripu- 
tions thereto may be excluded. 

If the same procedure is followed under this bill, if passed, as is 
presently being practiced by the Veterans’ Administration, the indi- 
vidual who had paid into a private retirement plan would only be 
allowed deductions for the first year; it is not prorated each year as 
he receives the pension, social security, and/or annuity. 

Neither can we agree that the corpus" of a veteran’s estate or his 
personal property should be considered in connection with pensions 
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and by the same token we are concerned over the fact that in deter- 
mining income under the provisions of H.R. 7650 a person must 
almost be a pauper or have very little income in order to receive the 
increase in pension we hear so much about, of $6.25 per month or to 
$85 per month from the present $78.75, if single or with no depend- 
ents. We cannot agree that if the veteran has social security or a 
private retirement or a pension that equals $600 to $1,200 per year 
that that man’s pension should be cut by $15 or for a loss of $8.75. 
When we arrive at the figure of $1,200 to $1,800 it is rather interesting 
because if the veteran earns, or has social security or retirement of 
$1,200.01 or up to $1,800 his pension under the provisions of this bill 
is immediately cut to $40 per month or a loss of $38.75 from present 
pension of $78.75. 





OASI retirement or 
combined income 














No income 
to $600 $1,200 to 
$600 to $1,400 (old) 
$1,200 and $1,800 
(new) 
— ens fe 
die enadewspediinebaugn iain anuadane rate $78. 75 $78. 75 $78. 75 
Ti icecuscescoscotpunebbwiabestsercsbbhbebounstebnenes 85. 00 70. 00 40. 00 
Increase or decrease (—) __..........---.---------------- 6.25 | —8.75 | —38. 75 
| 





We wonder why when a man reaches the age of 72 the Congress, 
in its wisdom, has provided under present social security that per- 
sons this age or over may have any amount of outside income they 
wish and still not lose their social security. Why not have the rule 
apply that any income the veteran may have into which he has paid 
in the form of social security or private pension be not included as 
income in computing annual income under the provisions of this law 
after age 65? 

A radical departure on pension programs and precedent is now 
noted, namely, 
that all income of the spouse which is reasonably available to or for the vet- 
eran except $1,200 or 50 percent of such income, whichever is the greater, shall 
be considered as income of the veteran, unless in the judgment of the admin- 
istrator to do so would work a hardship upon the veteran. 

Why this sudden change from all previous types of legislation per- 
taining to veterans’ pensions ? 

We cannot agree, and we do hope that the members of the Senate 
will agree with us in this thought, that there should be an escalator 
provision in any veterans’ pension legislation but especially so if it 
is to apply to World War } veterans, and we hope that the commit- 
tee will take cognizance of the fact that not only do we raise the 
question of the escalator clause but other veterans’ organizations as 
well have raised the question of the fairness of this clause and have 
“a that the minimum of income be raised in several instances. 

Mr. Chairman, we notice with a great deal of interest that the 
widows and orphans are included in this piece of legislation. We 
do not deny but what widows and orphans should be entitled to pen- 
sions but we wonder and question the advisability of including wid- 
ows and orphans under general veterans’ pension legislation, and it 
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would seem to us that any one of a number of bills which have beep 
introduced into the present Congress could be used to take care of 
the widows and orphans of war veterans, if the Members of the Cop- 
gress deem advisable, rather than placing them in the category of 
veterans’ pensions. ; 

Mr. Chairman, we would rather see the World War I veterans 
taken out from under the provisions of this proposed law entirely 
than to have it pass with them in it, in its present form. Certainly 
there is sufficient reason for us to be concerned in this matter in spite 
of the fact that under the provisions of the law any veteran or his 
widow presently drawing non-service-connected disability under part 
3 of the VA regulations, or anyone who can qualify between now and 
June 30, would be exempt from the provisions of this law unless they 
choose to come under H.R. 7650, if passed by the Congress. The 
facts are that there are 2,091,000 World War I veterans not now 
drawing pensions, and we feel we have a right to be concerned over 
that many persons who served their country in time of war. 

If any recommendations as to change were to come from us or any 
proposed amendment in addition to the one suggested before, that 
recommended or suggested amendment would be that the pension be 
set at a flat $100 per month as suggested by another veterans’ or- 
ganization and as mandated by our national convention. 

We are tremendously interested in the welfare of persons affected 
by this proposed law for it would, according to the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration, affect some 14,900,000 veterans of World War II, some 
3,400,000 Korean veterans, and some 2,900,000 World War I veterans, 
for a total of approximately 22 million veterans, and some 55 million 
dependents, for a total of 77 million persons. How can they be paid 
this pension and still only spend $306 million the first year? Accord- 
ing to the estimates we have received there would be a total cost to 
the year 2000 of some $22,742,655,000, but we submit that by the year 
2000, when the World War II and Korean veterans and their widows 
reach about our age the cost will be considerably more than $40 billion, 
and perhaps reach as much as $50 billion, which makes us wonder if, 
in computing the cost of this program over a period of 40 years, the 
World War II and Korean veteran has been considered, unless they 
are anticipating that the income of the World War II and Korean 
veteran and his wife will be so large that they could not qualify under 
the restrictions being placed in this bill. If that has been the case, 
why pick on the 2,091,000 World War I veterans who will surely be 
made paupers by the time the last of them are around here in the year 
2000? Wesay this is discrimination against the World War I veteran. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, this 
brings us to the crux of the whole matter; except for the widows and 
orphans why is this type of legislation necessary, for in the conclusions 
we have just come to on the predicated cost to the year 2000 we have 
come up with a very definite thought in mind that this legislation is 
World War I veterans legislation exclusively and we, therefore, renew 
our request earlier made; namely, that the committee would do well to 
offer an amendment or recommend to the Senate that all reference to 
World War I veterans be stricken from the bill which would make us 
very happy. 


no 
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Thank you for your kind attention, and we were glad to be here with 
ou this morning. 

The CuHarrMAN. Are there any questions? 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

The CuHatRMAN. Senator Kerr. 

Senator Kerr. Mr. Hopper, you say “We submit that by the year 
9000, when the World War II and Korean veterans and their widows 
reach about our age,” are you that old? 

Mr. Horrer. Yes. [ Laughter. | 

Senator Kerr. World War II has been over for how long? 

Mr. Hopper. The average World War 

Senator Kerr. World War II has been over for how long? 

Mr. Horrer. It has been over since 1945. 

Senator Kerr. Fourteen years. 

What would you estimate the average age—— 

Mr. Horrer. Around 37—is it 1944? Then that would make them 
88 years old. 

Senator Kerr. Well, you are not that old? 

Mr. Horrer. Not quite. I will have to admit that. 

Senator Kerr. You see, I am a World War I veteran, and I wanted 
the record to show that you were speaking for yourself, if that is 
allright. | Laughter. | 

With reference to this bill before us, I understood the testimony of 
other witnesses, no World War I veteran now on pension would be 
adversely affected by this bill. 

Mr. Horrrr. Yes, I believe that is the testimony on the position 
of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Senator Kerr. Do you agree with that statement ¢ 

Mr. Horrrr. I do not. 

Senator Kerr. Well, does not the bill specifically say that no man 
now drawing a pension benefit under the categories covered by this 
bill would be under this bill unless he chose to be ¢ 

Mr. Horrrer. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. How could it adversely affect him ? 

Mr. Horrrer. Well, Senator Kerr, we take this position, with the 
Chair’s permission, that over the past few years the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration have been pulling case files of World War I veterans, 
have been reviewing them, upgrading them or downgrading them 
or discontinuing their pensions entirely. 

We feel that there is nothing in this law or in this proposed bill 
which would prevent them from doing the same thing come July 1, 
1960, the effective date of the bill, if it is passed. 

We are concerned about it. If we had some real guarantee that 
they would not be affected, well and good. 

Senator Kerr. If they remain under existing law, unless they 
choose to, under this law 

Mr. Horrer. I do not hear you, Senator. 

Senator Kerr. I say, if they are permitted to continue under 
existing law, in the absence of an evidenced choice on their part 
to come under this law, it would seem to me that insofar as those 
now on the pension rolls are concerned, that your objective in seeking 
an amendment that all reference to World War I veterans be stricken 
Is already achieved. 
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Mr. Horrrer. That isright. But—no. We are concerned about the 
2,091,000 that are not on the rolls, is why we call attention to this, 

Senator Kerr. Then you are not concerned about the effect of this 
bill on those now on the rolls # 

Mr. Hopper. Yes, we are. We think their pension should be jp. 
creased, and how to increase it under this bill 

Senator Kerr. It would not be increased in a bill if all reference 
to them were stricken from the bill. 

Mr. Hopper. We would rather take what we have now than to 
have this bill passed, and let the Congress take care of the widows 
and the orphans of World War II under separate legislation, which 
has been introduced into both the House and Senate. 

Senator Kerr. I gather that one of your specific objections to the 
bill before us is that you are opposed to any application of a need 
formula in computing a pension payable to a non-service-connected 
disabled veteran. 

Mr. Hopper. Senator Kerr, there have been introduced into the 
Senate and introduced into the House a bill providing for $100 a 
month. 

Senator Kerr. I understand that. 

Mr. Hopper. Income limitations of $2,400 for single persons, and 
$3,800 for married persons; social security, annuities, or pensions 
into which the veteran has paid, to be excluded in computing that 
income. 

Senator Kerr. Then I ask you my question again: I take it your 
organization is opposed to any provisions in the law basing the bene- 
fits on the beneficiary in any degree upon his need for the benefit or 
limiting it in any way by reason of his lack of need for it. 

Mr. Hopper. We believe that the veteran is entitled to a pension by 
virtue of his having served in the Armed Forces in time of war, if 
that answers your question. 

Senator Kerr. Now, it does not at all. 

Do you or do you not favor a need formula to any degree with ref- 
erence to the benefits going to a veteran who has no service-conneeted 





disability ? 

Mr. ea Under our bill that was introduced, there is a limita- 
tion as to income and a limitation as to length of type of service or 
length of service rather. 

Senator Kerr. You just will not answer the question ? 

Mr. Hopper. Yes, I thought that was answered. That is the type 
of need 

Senator Kerr. I hate to disagree with you, but I have got too much 
respect for your intelligence for you to believe that that was an 
answer to my question. 

Mr. Horrrr. Well, Senator, I do not think I understand what you 
are talking about, and my commander just advised me—you are ask- 
ing me if we are opposed to a need clause. 

Senator Kerr. Yes. 

Mr. Horrer. Yes, weare. I did not get it. 

Senator Kerr. When was your organization charted by the 
Congress? 

Mr. Hopper. July 18, 1958. 
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Senator Kerr. Is there anything in the law fixing any responsi- 
bility on your organization to file a financial statement with the 
Congress ? 

r. Horrer. I think there is; yes. 

Senator Kerr. Do you have a copy of the last one which your organ- 
ization filed ? 

Mr. Hopper. I could not tell you. I do not know about that. 

Mr. Hotitenseck. We have it on record, Senator, and we can give 
it to you if you want it. 

Senator Kerr. Sir? 

Mr. Hotienseck. We have it in the office and if you want it we 
can give it to you. 

Senator Kerr. At what office? 

Mr. Hotitenseck. In 40 G Street; in that building. 

Senator Kerr. What I would like to have for this record is a copy 
of the report which your organization has filed under the provision 
of the law whereby you got your charter. 

Mr. Hotienseck. May Fann it and say that copies of all these 
reports have been submitted to the Vice President, the President of 
the United States and to all other persons whom we were told to 
submit these reports to, including your speaker of the Senate. 

Senator Kerr. We have 98 speakers in the Senate. [Laughter. ] 

Senator Bennetr. Senator, as of today, we have a hundred. 

Senator Kerr. Now, they have not been sworn in yet. 

Senator Bennett. I guessthatisright. I apologize. 

Senator Kerr. The fact about the business is the way I heard this 
morning there is some doubt about the identity of them. 

Senator Bennetr. We will undoubtedly have a hundred before the 
day is over. 

Senator Kerr. Yes, we will. 

Mr. Houienseck. If there is any doubt, shall I say, reasonable 
doubt, as to feel that we are not existing, we will gladly let you come 
over to our office and look at our records any time that you want to. 

Senator Kerr. I do not know of anything in the Senate that directs 
a Member of the Senate to come over to your office and get informa- 
tion. 

You are here as a witness and I’m not expressing any doubts. 

The Senator from Utah asked a while ago if you would provide 
the committee with the number of members that you had in each 
State, and had he not done so, I was going to, because I want to know 
how many of them we have in Oklahoma. 

Mr. Hotitenseck. We can have that for you inside of a half hour. 

Senator Kerr. That will be fine. 

At the same time, I was going to request you to file with this com- 
mittee, if it is agreeable with you, a copy of the report which you 
have already filed, I presume, in accordance with the requirement 
in the law that gave you your charter. 

__Mr. Hottenpeck. We can give you a financial report as of June 1, 
if you would like it. 

Senator Kerr. Do you know what the law said that gave you your 
charter about filing a report? 

Mr. Hottenseck. Yes, sir. We have complied with it. 
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Senator Kerr. All I’m asking you to do is just put a copy ofthat 
report in the record of this committee. 

Mr. Hottenseck. Thank you. 

Senator Kerr. Will you dothat? 

Mr. Hottenseck. Yes, sir. 

I would also like to call to your attention, if I may, Mr. Chairman, 
that our legislative chairman did not emphasize in his pre P red state. 
ment that this H.R. 7650, if it becomes law, as of July 1, 1960, wil] 
establish two different classes within the veterans of World War I: 
Those who were on the rolls prior to July 1, and those on and after 
July 1, 1960. 

Under the present law the veteran who is single, if he has $1,400 
income, he is entitled to $78.75. 

Under this law, H.R. 7650, if he applies after July 1, he will be 
entitled to only, I believe, $45, with a $1,400 income. That proceeds 
on down the line to $3,000. The veteran who has that income would 
be decreased if he is a married man with dependents, and he would 
only receive, I believe the same amount, $45 if his income was between 
$2.000 and $3.000. 

So you can plainly see there is discrimination between the veteran 
who has applied before July 1, 1960, and the veteran who applies after 
July 1, 1960. 

The veteran now on the rolls before July 1 will be drawing a greater 
amount than the veteran after July 1, and that is wh 1y we have re- 
quested that we be eliminated from this bill entirely and remain 
under part 3 of Public Law No. 2 until such time as the veterans of 
World War I themselves can get a bill before the Congress and your 
honorable body for the World War I veterans. 

Senator Kerr. Well now, the situation to which you refer is not 
limited to World War I veterans, is it ? 

Mr. Hotienseck. I am speaking about World War I veterans. 

Senator Kerr. You said if a World War I veteran did not get on 
the roll until after June 30, he would receive less benefit than those 
who got on the roll prior to July 1. 

Mr. Hotienseck. Prov iding his income is such 

Senator Kerr. Under the same conditions. He would have less 
benefit ? 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. Wouldn’t that be true of a World War II veteran! 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is true. 

Senator Kerr. And of a Korean war veteran? 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is true. 

Senator Kerr. If there is discrimination in that feature of the bill 
the discrimination is not limited to veterans of World War I. 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is true. 

Senator Kerr. Now, this law could not apply to anybody until it 
becomes effective, could it? 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is right. 

Senator Kerr. And since it does not become effective until July 1, 
1960, under its terms it does not apply to the veteran of any war prior 

to that time, does it? 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is true. 
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Senator Kerr. And is passed and does become effective July 1, 
1960, it would apply with equal effect to all veterans regardless of 
what war they were veterans of, are veterans of, would it not? 

Mr. Hotienseck. That is true. But it is reasonable to assume, 
Senator, that World War II veterans, and Korean veterans are in 
such small minority, as far as part three benefits are concerned, and 
the age of the W orld War II veteran and the Korean war veteran, it 
js very reasonable to assume it will be 20 to 25 years before they will 
be adequately under this bill when they aes permanently and 
totally disabled from following any gainful occupation, where we 
are—— 

Senator Kerr. The objection that you are expressing there is iden- 
tical to the one just e xpressed by Mr. Hoppe r, and it goes to the fact 
that under this bill a formula of need to a degree is set up to be con- 
trolling with reference to benefits of those coming on the rolls after 
effective date of this bill. 

Mr. Howienseck. Well, this organization in itself does not 
believe 

Senator Kerr. Is that _— ? 

Mr. Hottenpeck. Yes, I do. 

Senator Kerr. I say is that correct what I have just said ? 

Mr. Hottenneck. That is correct. 

This organization does not feel that the word “need” should enter 
into any deliberations so far as benefits for the veterans of World War 
Tare concerned. 

We feel we are rightly entitled to it by our service to the country 
of the United States and the fact that we are now at the point where 
we have reached the age of approxim: itely 64, 65, and we would like to 
have the benefit ap plied to us as veterans of World War I in a bill for 
ourselves, and not to be measured in with veterans of other wars. 

We feel we should be considered the same as the Spanish War vet- 
erans, the GAR and other veterans organizations or other wars prior 
to World War I. 

Senator Kerr. Now, for myself, and I have been a veteran of 
World War I, I have reached a common ground of identity with you. 
I do not want them to treat me like the veterans of the GAR, because 
I do not think, as I understand it, that they are getting any treatment 
at all right now. 

Mr. Hottenseck. I guessthey are not. [Laughter.] 

Senator Kerr. I thought Mr. Hopper got you and him so far « along 
that he disassociated you with most of the veterans of World War 
that I know of. 

Mr. Hotitenseck. I am only 61 years of age. 

Senator Kerr. What? 

Mr. Hotienseck. I am only 61,s0 I am one of the younger ones. 

Mr. Horrer. He is just a young buck. 

Senator Kerr. He was not even speaking for you, was he? 

Mr. Horrrr. No. 

Senator Krrr. You do not seriously recommend to this committee 
that it provide a program of veterans’ benefits that will differentiate 
between the veterans of different wars, do you, Mr. Commander? 
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Mr. Hottenseck. I feel we should be entitled to the same considera. 
tion being given to the Spanish War, the Indian War, and right on 
down along the line way back when the country first became the United 
States of America. 

Senator Kerr. If that is correct, and if that is your position, then 
wouldn’t you have to advocate the same treatment for the veterans 
of later wars, to be consistent ? 

Mr. Hotienseck. We certainly feel when their time comes the 
should be entitled to all benefits that they are rightfully entitled to, 

Senator Kerr. Well now, I would say that is a simple position to 
stand on. But do you think that they should be entitled to all the 
benefits that you now seek for veterans of World War I? 

Mr. Houienszeck. I did not quite understand that question, Senator, 

Senator Kerr. Do you think they should be entitled to the benfits 
that you seek for veterans of World War I? 

Mr. Houtenseck. I sincerely do, and when and if a bill comes up 
that is specifically for World War II and Korean veterans, I sincerely 
feel that any benefits that they are entitled to they should receive, 

Senator Kerr. Then you would have to say that this bill before us 
is sound in that it treats all veterans alike? 

Mr. Hotienseck. It does not bring in the Spanish War veterans, 

Senator Kerr. What? 

Mr. Hotienseck. It does not bring in the Spanish War veterans, 

Senator Kerr. Well, are there any of them that would be coming 
on the rolls after June 30, 1960? 

Mr. Hotienseck. I doubt it. 

Senator Kerr. I imagine if they did they would be under this bill, 
would they not ? 

They are all on the rolls. 

Mr. How.ienseck. There are laws which have been passed that 
granted them a pension which, in all sincerity, I feel that they are 
rightfully entitled to. 

Senator Kerr. I want to tell you, a young, aggressive fellow of 
your age and disposition, he does not appeal to me as being a man 
who wants to get in the same category as the Spanish-American War 
veterans, as much respect as I have for them, and I would think you 
would want to reevaluate that approach just a little bit. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to put into the record, because of the 
questions the witness seemed to have in his mind about the simple 
request I made of him a while ago, section 16 of Public Law 85-530, 
85th Congress, H.R. 11077, July 18, 1958, an act to incorporate the 
Veterans of World War I of the United States of America, section 
16 reading as follows: 

On or before March 1 of each year the corporation shall report to the 
Congress on its activities during the preceding fiscal year. Such report may 
consist of the report on the proceedings of the national convention covering such 
fiscal year. Such report shall not be printed as a public document. 

That was the report, Mr. Commander, that I asked you to put 4 
copy of in this record, and I merely read this section from the law 
into the record so that it will be perfectly clear the report to which 
I referred in my request. 

Mr. Hotienseck. I will be very, very glad to. 
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(The following letter transmitting the financial report in question 
was subsequently submitted :) 


VETERANS OF Wor”Lp Wak I oF THE U.S.A., INC., 
Washington, D.C., July 29, 1959. 
Mrs. ELIZABETH SPRINGER, 
Secretary, Committee on Finance, 
US. Senate. 

Dear Mrs. Sprincer: We are happy to enclose copy of the minutes of the last 
convention of the Veterans of World War I of the U.S.A., Inc.,* together with the 
auditor’s report for the fiscal year ending August 31, 1958. 

Until Senator Kerr called it to the attention of the writer this morning we did 
not know that it was necessary for us to fill this report until we had completed a 
full fiscal years’ operation after the meeting of the incorporators was held in 
September 1958, it being our impression that Public Law 85-530, section 16, 
providing for an annual report, covered the period of 1 full fiscal year. 

We hope that this misunderstanding has not caused any untoward circum- 
stances or inconvenience to anyone. We assure you that at the end of the 1959 
convention to be held at Louisville, Ky., provisions contained in the congressional 
charter will be complied with. 

Yours sincerely, 
Frep J. HoLLeNBEcK, National Commander. 


CHARLES HINDLEY, National Adjutant. 


Attest : 
Pxurit A—VETERANS OF WorLD WAR I oF THE U.S.A., INC. 
Balance sheet, Aug. 31, 1958 

Assets : 
asta spall diem tial asian aaa $150. 81 
ee aie Dre nee SOR Aiir > senile enitensinahibitabaeachaatebtiided 69, 454. 69 
eer Oe PTI. TOCOLV REC a ncccceentd ibd bedi eddie ecinhniantchisleticds cclviidiien 75. 00 
er ennGNI RERUN os cssesenninsmtentininselitnssansnticlovacensthinka naib dished adtiakaiie 4, 339. 70 
Office furniture and equipment at cost.----._.-._--.---..--..--- 4, 661. 42 
nen UNI = ecclesia aheicatimpaieaieaie salsa adc ieaaaii aedaanaiaa 78, 681. 62 


Liabilities and surplus: 


Liabilities: 
moe sematity tan: withineliin... 6c i heii 78. 59 
By Ne CIE en ited hese ti weaineds 313. 02 
District of Columbia withholding tax...-..----------.--- 24. 33 
SN TON hsm asec litte cestitaiieadltdad 415. 94 
an INN Pid a oo cssescescuatnisenen cicnasesthinenensanned iblnnandiniiotoan 78, 265. 68 
een) TOAETN ies OG MUTI ec etecccnrenncnntitecnniila 78, 681. 62 
Schedule A-1: 
Cnet Meant SBI a cecsicsstnesciencrcnerenteeveniallldbinaithlabdisaetaielll 75, 325. 86 
Add: 
Net receipts, Sept. 1, 1957, to Aug. 31, 1958, exhibit B__..._-_- 183. 10 
Office furniture and equipment purchased and included in the 
ON nn esumemtieemumaaions S sinkiin dhamanennaiaiumiias 2, 756. 72 
~ 2.989. 82 
Balance Aug. 31, 1958, to exhibit A_.-...-._-__--~-._~.-- 78, 265. 68 





*The convention minutes, too voluminous for inclusion in these printed hearings, have 
‘been made a part of the committee files. 
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ExHIBIT B 


Statement of receipts and disbursements, year ended Aug. 31, 1958 
Receipts : 
I A sc dlsiain he tomnerepnmnineanem mes maenesapnabeenipeiocite $93, 658. 53. 
National news tax __---- issih marueasinallecantpicteranth RomincarcicevcliglaeeG Mids eceeKiad 21, 062. 7% 
Publication contributions._..........-- is invthedncoeca pak taoeae 141, 6&5 
I a catch teeiiaenenenanenniiiven ier --= =» dye 


Advertising in national news_.-_-.--~-~~-- "= ses 408, 30 

i a rl cee dere man eengn eae Desieeonenn $24, 910. 35 
Cost of supplies sold : 

I Og OT orc ceenscneaniiumnenicetennianee 4, 605. 62 
Purchases... ........ eae iam miata aE 13, 872. 05 
DU iiaiceys 5d sidiedacauiatinediecahiaptintat 18, 477. 67 
Inventory Aug. 31, 1958. RE Sa eR, ES 4, 339. 70 
Net cost of supplies sold_____~- cipcineinkte ae 
Net receipts from sale of supplies Se | Me ap 

ea eee pheidiceldipicind dence eeiahnenti 129, 960. 81 








Disbursements : 
Salaries: 


National quartermaster and adjutant____~_~- $6, 414. 50 
I seen . eee 
SINE, NR i Sohiee di eesh hina SGA bteigchal btanilonicisinesines 3, 916. 65 
—- —— 29, 268.15 
Travel: 


I cc hilebieunienie 20, 693. 25 
National board of administration ore 7, 407. 15 








National convention, 1957_..-__------- sicher 522. 21 
National convention, 1958_..................- 92. 70 
——- - 28, 715. 31 
National headquarters office : 
a Oa a 2, 385. 00 
Office ——— Lacaiainneeamiahaainchecs i nacasnabediinusediae: « Ee 
Be ieee ccc a a eee 2, 318. 23 
Stationery and misce laneous office expe nses_ 2, 521. 54 
Printing and mimeographing__._.__-_____-_--_ 9, 251. 66 
Sra. ULI UR i seetcmbinsiieci 689. 90 
Express_____- Se a acer ee 534. 94 
Audits___ sein Sighs eaipeil Sa Rica hintedibeieicen ahs 330. 00 
rn NE I i Sa iabiseereneseninones eds 150. 41 
I (castes talon ciieniinnate 1, 776. 94 
atta hina naieibeinneke 1, 003. 94 
~— = - 23, 719.28 
Special funds: 
nnn a ctetneenteninrenegnmr atin ioes 324. 00 
Printing and publishing National News oF OTT ee 25, 177. 34 
National legislative expenses.._............-... 21, 304. 84 
pf 1, 015. 45 
eT MINI doi hn Aidit ancicteaiieemnncctimabinginen 253. 34 
—— 48, 074.97 
NIN ania as Sb nciecinkinnbintibeeteaineiaainarad 129, 777. 71 
Net receipts to schedule A-1__--_-~- occas i ee ree _ 183. 10 
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Ricketts, Grece & Co., 
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS, 
Washington, D.C., September 10, 1958. 
Mr. Lewis BRAKE, 
National Commander, 
Veterans of World War I of the U.S.A., Inc., 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Sir: We have examined the financial records of Veterans of World 
War I of the U.S.A., Inc., for the year ended August 31, 1958. Our examina- 
tion was made in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, and 
accordingly included such tests of the accounting records and such other audit- 
ing procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances. 

In our opinion, the accompanying balance sheet: and statements of receipts 
and disbursements and surplus present fairly the financial position of the or- 
ganization at August 31, 1958, and the results of its transactions for the year 
then ended, in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles ap- 
plied on a consistent basis. 

Respectfully submitted. 

M. T. RICKETTS. 


This is to certify that this is a true copy of the original letter accompanying 
the auditing report by certified public accountants for period of September 1, 
1957 through August 31, 1958. 

FreD J. HOLLENBECK, 
National Commander, Veterans of World War I of the U.S.A., Ine. 

[SEAL] 

Attest : 

CHARLES HINDLEY, National Adjutant. 


The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions ? 
The committee will adjourn. 
(By direction of the chairman, the following is made a part of the 
record :) 
U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
SuscoMMITTE To INVESTIGATE PROBLEMS CONNECTED WITH 
EMIGRATION OF REFUGEES AND ESCAPEES, 
Washington, D.C., July 31, 1959. 
Hon. Harry F. Byrp, 
Chairman, Finance Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reference to the hearings on H.R. 7650 
which were held by your committee on July 28 and 29. 
I am enclosing herewith a statement, together with certain amendments and 
shall be most grateful if you will have these made a part of your record. 
With kindest regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 
WILLIAM LANGER. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM LANGER ON H.R. 7650, at HEARINGS HELD BY THE 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE ON JULY 28 AND 29 


Mr. Chairman, the bill which you have under consideration, H.R. 7650, is, 
in my opinion, without precedent in veterans’ legislation. It is in a class all 
by itself. Heretofore, a pension was considered as a financial reward, given by 
a grateful Government to a man who had honorably served his country in time 
of war. It was given in gratitude and received with self-respect. The passage 
of H.R. 7650 would completely change our concept of a pension. It makes the 
word “pension” synonymous with the word “charity.” An examination of the 
provisions of H.R. 7650 will convince an unbiased person that this is not a 
veterans’ bill. It is welfare legislation of the very lowest grade. As an 
example, let us look at this so-called sliding scale of payments to veterans. Un- 
der this chart, if a veteran without dependents, is destitute and poverty stricken, 
and assuming that he has taken the pauper’s oath, he may be awarded a pension, 
which on a weekly basis, comes to $19.61. Take the case of a married veteran, 
again assuming that he is destitute and poverty stricken and has, of course, 
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taken his pauper’s oath, his weekly payment will amount to $20.76. Such gen- 
erosity on the part of our Government is simply overwhelming. 

The objective of this bill, according to its title is “to modify the pension 
programs for veterans of World War I, World War II, and the Korean conflict, and 
their widows and children.” In my opinion, the veterans’ problems will not be 
solved by lumping them all together in one group because their needs are so differ. 
ent. The veterans of World War II and the Korean conflict should be granteg 
adequate disability pensions, but they also need job opportunities, a continuation 
of certain of the benefits originally granted under the GI bill, such as educa- 
tional and vocational training assistance, vocational rehabilitation training, ang 
business and home loan assistance. A bill, S. 1138, which would continue these 
three benefits, passed the Senate July 21 and I cosponsored this bill. If this 
bill should be enacted into law, these benefits will mean nothing to World War] 
veterans. The average age of a World War I veteran is 65 years. It would be most 
unusual to find a 65-year-old man back in school. It is also not very likely 
that such a man would be just launching out into business or just begin. 
ning to buy a home. The immediate and urgent need of the World War 
I veteran is for some small measure of financial security in his twilight years, 
In other words, he needs and has reason to expect, from the Government he has 
served, a pension he can live on. This is a just debt due him. He won't get it 
under the provisions of H.R. 7650 and in the long run, the veterans of World 
War IT and the Korean conflict will find the pension picture, under H. R. 7650, 
is not as rosy as it has been painted. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that a bad bill can be patched up with amend- 
ments. However, at this time, I don’t know of anything better to do and so I 
am offering certain amendments, which, if adopted, may possibly cure some of 
the most objectionable features of H.R. 7650. In connection with my amend- 
ments, I want to make it perfectly clear that I am against a veteran being re- 
quired to take a pauper’s oath. I am against the “sliding scale” of payments 
set forth in this bill. I am against a veteran and his surviving dependents being 
required to “consume” so much of the corpus of his or their estates as the 
Administrator of the Veterans’ Administration, may, in his discretion decide ig 
right and proper. I prefer to see a veteran's rights and those of his dependents, 
spelled out in the law, rather than to leave him at the mercy of the head of a 
yovernment agency who may or may not wisely use his wide discretionary 
powers. 

Mr. Chairman, in studying the provisions of H.R. 7650, I am reminded of that 
famous document, the Bradley Committee report which was released in April 
of 1956 and which caused so much apprehension among veterans. This report, 
you may recall, contained some 70 recommendations, many of which dealt with 
ways and means of getting the veterans with non-service-connected disabilities 
off the pension rolls. I thought we had “laid the ghost” of the Bradley Com- 
mittee report but I see now that this was only wishful thinking on my part 
because here it is again in the form of this legislation, H.R. 7650. 

I am sure, Mr. Chairman, with your usual thoroughness, that this bill H.R. 
7650, will have the careful consideration which it merits, since it affects the 
lives and well-being of some 22 million veterans and I hand you herewith my 
amendments to this bill. 


AMENDMENTS INTENDED To BE Proposep BY Mr. LANGER TO THE Brix (H.R. 7650) 
To MopIFY THE PENSION PROGRAMS FOR VETERANS OF WorLD Wark I, Wortp Wak 
II, AND THE KOREAN CONFLICT, AND THEIR WIDOWS AND CHILDREN, V1z 


On page 4, beginning with line 4, strike out all down through line 9 on page 6, 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Sec. 3. Section 522 of title 38, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 


“$522. Income limitations. 


“No pension shall be paid under section 521 of this title to any unmarried vet- 
eran whose annual income exceeds $1,800, or to any married veteran with children 
whose annual income exceeds $3,000.” 

On page 6, beginning with line 10, strike out all down through line 9 on page 
9, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

Sec. 4. (a) The catchline of section 541 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 
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“§ 541. Widows of World War I, World War II, or Korean conflict veterans”. 


(b) Subsection (a) of section 541 of such title is amended by inserting 
jmmediately after “World War I” a comma and the following: “World War II, 
or the Korean conflict”. 

(c) Subsection (b) of section 541 of such title is amended to read as follows: 

“(b) No pension shall be paid to a widow of a veteran under this section 
giless she was married to him— 

“(1) before (A) December 14, 1944, in the case of a widow of a World 
War I veteran, or (B) January 1, 1957, in the case of a widow of a World 
War II veteran, or (C) February 1, 1965, in the case of a widow of a 
Korean conflict veteran; or 

“(2) for five or more years; or 

“(3) for any period of time if a child was born of the marriage. 

Sec. 5. (a) The catchline of section 542 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended to read as follows: 

“$542. Children of World War I, World War II, or Korean conflict veterans”. 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 542 of such title is amended by inserting im- 
mediately after “World War I” a comma and the following: ‘World War IL, 
or the Korean conflict”. 

Sec. 6. Subchapter III of chapter 15 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out sections 5438, 544, and 545 and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following : 


” 


“$543. Income limitations. 

“(a) No pension shall be paid under section 541 or 542 of this title to any 
widow without child, or to or on account of any child, whose annual income 
exceeds $1,800, or to a widow (with a child) whose annual income exceeds $3,000. 

“(b) When pension is not payable to a widow because of this section, payment 
to children shall be made as though there were no widow.” 

On page 10, after the semicolon in line 2, insert “and”. 

On page 10, strike out lines 2 and 4, and in line 5, strike out “(4)”, and insert 
in lieu thereof “(3)”. 

On page 10, in the matter following line 6, strike out “ ‘543. Net worth limita- 
tion.’ ”’ and insert in lieu thereof “ ‘Income limitation.’ ” 

Renumber sections 5 through 9 of the bill as sections 7 through 11, respectively. 


BARRACKS No. 1836, 
Be thany, Vo. J y 17, 1959. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: The undersigned veterans of World War I are all members of 
this Barracks No. 1836, ask that you vote against H.R. 7650, which follows the 
obnoxious un-American Bradley recommendation, reducing World War I vet- 
erans to a dishonorable pauper status 

We also urge you to support H.R. 1181, which if enacted into law would give 
we old veterans a new lease on life and a few of the necessary comforts in our 
old age. 

Thanking you in advance for your wholehearted cooperation, we are, 

Respectfully yours, 

Arnold Callin, Bethany, Mo.; Evory H. Boothe, Ridgeway, Mo.; Andy 
kK. Johnson, Ridgeway, Mo.; W. B. Gard, Bethany, Mo.; Russell 
K. Gale, Bethany, Mo.; James V. Nelson, Bethany, Mo.; Fred R. 
Wiley, Bethany, Mo.; M. W. Fishel, Bethany, Mo.; J. C. Henry, 
Bethany, Mo.; Leslie C. Blessing, Pattonsburg, Mo.: W. V. 
Hoover, Bethany, Mo.; Charles E. Courter, Bethany, Mo.:; Ezra L. 
Courter, Bethany, Mo.; John D. Hiatt, Bethany, Mo.; Roy J. 
Fancher, Ridgeway, Mo.; James W. Henry, Bethany, Mo.; Milford 
Lovell, Ridgeway, Mo.; Stacy H. Youngman, Ridgeway, Mo.; 
Cyrus E. Lowe, Ridgeway, Mo.; Earl McCaig, New Hampton, Mo.; 
Ellis W. Snow, Ridgeway, Mo.; Jack Walks, Bethany, Mo.; John 
B. Hannah, Bethany, Mo.; Evert Lewis, Bethany, Mo.; Oscar 
EKisenberger, Bethany, Mo.; Everett R. Luellen, Bethany, Mo.; 
©. H. Reed, Bethany, Mo.; W. E. Gray, New Hampton, Mo.,; 
Leonard Trommell, Bethany, Mo.; B. H. Poynter, Blythedale, Mo.; 
Stanley Rucker, Bethany, Mo. 


43935—59——_.7 
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THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
KOOTENAI Post No. 14, 


Coeur d’ Alene, Idaho, J 4 
Hon. SeENatTor ByYrp, at tne 


Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: Under H.R. 7650 a veteran is deprived of his pension in 
or in part, because he has tried during his working years to keep his or ee 
credit good. Under living conditions today, who can live on $90 per month os 
sien and not over $600 additional income per year making a total of $1 eanen 
year? It cannot be done. , a " 

A veteran has worked his full social security time and receives $116 
month which totals $1,392 per year cuts his or (her) pension to around the Oss 
per month rate, which is not fair play. If the veteran is married and his wife 
works her full social security time and receives her $116 per month it is a aml 
total of $2,754 per year, which would put the veteran off the pension rolls, 

Social security, retirement pay from mines, railroads and school teaching and 
other employment are paid for by the veteran and should not count as income 
against his or (her) pension. If the veteran owns a home, car etce., it also counts 
against his pension. Which is not fair. . 

A street beggar can obtain more than $1,680 per year or he would be a poor 
beggar. 

Please do not drive the World War I veterans to pauperism. Help to kill HR 
7650 in the committee. Which will keep a smile on World War I veteran for 
something better to show. Thanks, 

Very truly yours, 


Joun S. Costerto, Adjutant. 


STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS, 
Fargo, N. Dak., June 26, 1959. 
Hon. WILLIAM LANGER, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR: I want to thank you for your letter dated June 18, en- 
closing therewith a copy of the House report on H.R. 7650. 

I have made a study of the House report and previously have had consider- 
able information regarding this bill. There are some features in the bill that 
are long past due by legislation. I refer to the removing of the discrepancy be 
tween the widows of World War I and World War II and Korean veterans. In 
my opinion, the widows of World War II and Korean veterans, who have small 
children are undoubtedly more in need than the widows of World War I veter- 
ans, consequently, the removal of this discrepancy is very important. 
Another feature of the bill I most heartily endorse is subsection A of section 
which outlines the type of income that will be exempt for pension purposes. 
All of the 8 items listed were legitimate deductions but I refer to those listed 
under number 7 where a widow would be permitted to pay her deceased hus- 
band’s just debts, the expense of his last illness and expense of burial to be de 
ducted from any income she may receive with the net proceeds only considered 
income. These two features of the bill are most commendable and deserving of 
the support of any fairminded Senator or Congressman. 

I call your attention to a portion of the report on the first page and I quote: 
“In this connection it should be kept in mind that the term “pension” means an 
allowance that may be relied upon as to providing a measure of security. I take 
it from this the meaning is economic security, which in no means can be ex 
cepted as economic security by the payment of the small amount provided for in 
the bill. 

I also wish to call your attention to a portion of the report on page 11, where 
it refers to the amount of non-service-connected death pension a widow of 4 
World War I veteran would have received if she was continuously on the rolls 
from the time death pension was first authorized for that group and they refer 
to the act of June 28, 1934. This is definitely a misstatement of facts. The act 
of June 28, 1934 only permitted widows of World War I veterans to receive 
death pension if her husband at the time of death had a service-connected dis 
ability. The overall pension benefits for widows of World War I veterans was 
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pot provided until the passage of Public Law 483, 2d session, 78th Congress, 
which became effective December 14, 1944, st rie 

J call your attention to the letter by Administrator Whittier to the Speaker 
of the House, which is on page 21 of the report, and direct your attention to 
the last sentence in the second paragraph of this letter which reads as follows: 
J» provide more equitable treatment of the needy veteran, his widow and 
orphan and to modernize the veteran’s pension program.” ' Lets survey the 
gliding scale schedule as proy ided in the bill and determine if it is in accordance 
with the statement to provide more equitable treatment, Under the present 
law, it is possible for a veteran without dependents to have an income of not 
to exceed $1,400 and if he is over 65 years of age, a pension totaling $945 which 
totals $2,345. The proposed schedule for a veteran without dependents in event 
the income is not in excess of $600 the pension would be $85, which would total 
an income of $1,620. In the next bracket if the other income is more than $600 
hut less than $1,200, the pension would be $70, which if the maximum income 
was permitted, plus the pension, would total $2,040. The next bracket from 
$1,200 to $1,800, the total possible maximum amount of income including pension 
would be $2,280. I would like to ask the sponsors of this bill by what stretch 
of imagination can they determine that it would cost the veteran in the first 
pracket some $660 less to live than the veteran in the last bracket and in no 
eyent is the amount equal to the maximum possible amount under the present 
law? If this is a definition of equitable treatment, I have poor knowledge of the 
true meaning of equity. 

Lets look at the next one—veteran with dependents. By using the same 
process to find the total income possible for the veteran in the first bracket to 
be $2,080 a year with the veteran in the third bracket having a possible maximum 
income of $3,540 a year. Again I ask just why should it be determined that the 
veteran in the first bracket could live on $1,460 less per year than the veteran 
in third bracket. 

This same condition exists throughout the entire schedule with the schedule 
for a widow with one child showing a difference of $1,580 a year in the possible 
maximum income. 

It is indeed sad that patriotic citizens who pledge their all to the support of 
the men who offered their lives for their country, soon forget when those 
men in their declining years need the same type of support that was pledged 
when they entered the service of their country. 

‘I fail to hear of any economy being proposed on the retirement of high rank- 
ing military officials who after all had only one life to offer for their country 
the same as the humble buck private who served in the rear ranks. It is this 
type of inequity and unjust economy that is causing the growth of communism 
and disloyalty to our Government by the men who served for the purpose of 
preservation of our country. 

I have attempted to point out to you the gross injustice of a portion of this 
bill and I am sure you have had letters from many other veterans in the State, 
voicing the same sentiment. 

With personal regards and best wishes, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
FLoyp E. HENDERSON, 
Commissioner of Veterans Affairs. 


IDAHO FAtts, IpAno, July 22, 1959. 
Hon. Senator Byrp, 
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Senator: On July 21, Senator Church sent us a telegram informing us 
of the hearing on H.R. 7650 in the Senate committee on July 28. We wish to 
express Our most sincere opposition to bill H.R. 7650. We polled our district and 
our members are unanimously against the passage of this bill for the following 
reasons: 

We have a number of members, who are disabled and past the age of 60, who 
are now drawing a pension under the present disability law. Everyone of them 
are entitled to this pension as they personally have no other income, and they 
are unable to work. Most of us are past 60 years of age and, truly after a man 
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reaches that age, unless he has a fancy position, he is unable to make a liyjp 
by the sweat of his brow, and should not be required to do so. J 

Under bill H.R. 7650, a man who has a wife that is working, her earnings wip 
be deducted from the pension—which we consider unjust and unfair to any man 
who offered his life for his country. We know of a few instances of women 
who have outside income and properties other than her home that is questionabje 
but that could be changed in the present law. We can’t see where the fact 
that a woman who works for a living and shares her income with her husbang 
and has no other income or other property, should be a valid reason for taking 
away any part of the pension of a veteran of World War I. 

We think Congress is making mountains out of molehills. To us, a law t 
give the needy at this time a pension, is as simple at 24+2=4. The veterans 
of all wars, but World War I, should be disqualified at this time, and ther 
should be no consideration of any other veteran in any war. The average of 
of a World War I veterans is 60 to 70 years. They should have had consider. 
tion 10 years ago—at least at the age of 60 or over—based on need and income 
and forget World War II veterans. Their day will come. Pass a bill that is 
fair to the veteran and to the Government, and one that will stand for years 
to come so you won't have to be fighting these pension bills every year—one that 
is fair to World War I veterans. 

You cannot pass a pension bill that is fair to World War I veterans whien you 
listen to all these other organizations and to other veterans of World War Il 
and Korean war. It is impossible. The only men that you should be concerned 
with at this time are the men between the ages of 60 and 70 years who fought ip 
World WarlI. Our interest is in those who are in need and are disabled and have 
been troubled with getting food and clothing. If some of these men are fortunate 
enough and have a wife able to work, they should not be penalized because of 
that fact. 

The only criticism we have to the present law is that it does not start at @ 
years of age, and that it does nut pay the veteran enough money It should be 
based on need and disability, which all pensions should be based on 

We know of Spanish-American veterans who are worth half a million dollars 
who are drawing pensions. This never should have been, and it is wrong from 
every angle. Those mistakes have cost the Federal Government hundreds of 
millions of dollars. We do not want them repeated. 

There are many World War I veterans who have drawn sizable pensions 
when they were able to hold down a good job as well or better than the veteran 
of World War I between the age of 60 and 70 years 

Therefore, we ask the Senate to defeat H.R. 7650, and give more consideration 
to H.R. 1181, which is tied up in Veterans’ Affairs Committee in the House of 
Representatives. We think we should have a hearing on H.R. 1181, as that is 
the only bill that is of real benefit to the veterans of World War I. 

Sincerely yours, 






RAYMOND E. SHERRY, 
Commander, Veterans of World War TI, 
District 6, Department of Idaho. 


VETERANS OF WoRLD WAR ONE OF THE U.S.A., INC., 
DEPARTMENT OF IDAHO, 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, July 22, 1959. 
To the Chairman, Hon. Harry F. Byrd, and the members of the 


Finance Com- 
mittee of the U.S. Senate: 


We, the undersigned officers of the department of Idaho, Veterans of World 
War I of the U.S.A., would like to submit, for your consideration, the following 
statement, inasmuch as we have neither the time nor the money to make the trip 
to Washington, D.C., to ask the privilege of appearing before you when the hear- 
ings on H.R. 7650, passed June 15 this year, are being held. We are veterans 
of World War I and proud of what that means—proud of the fact that, when 
the armies of the German Kaiser threatened to overrun all of Europe, with 
the United States the announced focal point for attack after Europe was brought 
into submission, we didn’t say we would pit our bodies against shellfire, and every 
other form of warfare of that period, only if we were to receive fair pay. We 
went into military service; and the idea of German world supremacy was halted. 
Many men were killed in that war; many came through it without discernible 


injury or adverse effect; the rest returned with the marks of that service upon 
them. 
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We accepted our $60 discharge pay. We waited for 18 years for our Congress, 
over a presidential veto, to decide that payment of the adjusted service certifi- 
cates would not bankrupt the country and should be made. Many found, in a 
yery short while, that they were less physically able than most of their male 
gequaintances who had not been in the military service and who were of their 
age group. But, either from being too busy trying to earn a living for a growing 
family or from trying to maintain a delusion of being OK in time, these men 
did not consult a doctor and thus many neglected to ascertain how much their 
war service had impaired their physical capacities. It wasn’t as easy back in 
1919 and 1920 to get the information on proving service connection to qualify 
for compensation ; after that, it was too late for most of them. 

We believe that H.R. 7650 is unjust to the veterans of World War I. Maybe 
it is egotistical of us to believe that we had protected the people of this Nation, 
every business, every industry, every farm, every workman, from German 
tyranny (tyranny it would have been had the war ended differently) and we had 
aiso preserved for ourselves and our fellow countrymen the freedoms and 
privileges handed down to us from preceding generations. On the other hand, 
we may be wrong in assuming that we did protect and preserve these things. 

If believing that we had a vital part in keeping this country free to carry on 
as a democracy is putting the veterans of World War I in a special class, then 
we accept that premise. 

Back in 1919, our Nations’ leaders spoke loud and often of the gratitude of 
our Nation to the men being discharged from the military service. Now, it is 
adifferent story. An old age and survivors law has been enacted that will take 
care of us When we are rated by business and industry as unemployable because 
of age and physical disabilities, some of the latter of which could just possibly 
have been induced by or brought on at an earlier age because of the hazards 
and hardships of our time in service. But that law was passed in 1937, when 
the average World War I veteran was 43 years old and on the downhill side 
of his earning capacity so far as the majority of these veterans were concerned. 
Thus many are finding out that the so-called social security is rather dubious 
security for them. 

We believe it is just and equitable that realistic income limitations be set in 
order that a veteran may qualify to receive a pension. But, by the provisions 
of H.R. 7650, a veteran having a wife or dependent child or children would 
receive a total of $1,980 a year ,if he qualified for a pension and his social secu- 
rity payments in the amount of $90 per month. A single qualified veteran or a 
widower without dependent children and getting the maximum in social security 
payments would have a total of $1,872 a year from pension and social security. 
There is also to be considered what is meant by a “veteran’s estate” that would be 
a factor in determining the amount of pension he could get. A veteran’s assets, 
other than home and personal property, could, and probably should have bearing 
on whether he qualifies for a pension, but that word “estate” seems to denote 
everything he possesses. That brings up another question. Idaho is a commu- 
nity property State so, under our law, a wife is regarded as possessing half of 
what she and her husband have acquired during the period of their marriage. 
That would be an advantage to veterans living in the so-called community prop- 
erty States, but could be considered discrimination by veterans living outside 
these States. 

Veterans of wars prior to World War I were granted pensions without regard 
to income, along with certain other benefits not having been accorded to the 
veterans of later wars. Veterans of World War II and the Korean conflict were 
granted many benefits, if they chose to take them, that were not available to 
World War I veterans. H.R. 7650 ignores these facts. If H.R. 7650 is enacted 
into law, veterans now receiving part III pension would have to take a cut in 
rate in many cases. We are familiar with some of the statistics that have been 
given out in connection with pension bills. For instance, the probable cost for 
the year 2000 for H.R. 1181, which has been introduced by Congressman James 
E. Van Zandt, of Pennsylvania, is fantastic. The average age now of World 
War I veterans is 65 years. These veterans are dying now at the rate of about 
10,000 a month, yet someone seems to profess to believe that the majority, if not 
all, now living will still be on the pension rolls when the average age would be 
106 years. Medical science is workings wonders, but we can’t believe it is that 
good. 

We believe H.R. 1181 is a fair bill for the veterans of World War I. It has 
income limitation provisions so any veteran whose other income would provide 
a reasonably comfortable living standard could not qualify. 
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We recognize that any business, any individual, and any government, to re 
main solvent, must keep expenses within income. We believe that our Goyerp. 
ment should make every effort to reduce expenditures in every direction possible 
consistent with providing good government. We read of huge sums of money 
being spent for this or that and we seem to see a definite connection between 
the figures and the increase in our taxes. But we question the gratitude of g 
Nation that has money to spend all over the world while higher and higher taxes 
keep increasing our own cost of living to the point where we wonder if jt 
wouldn’t be easier for our families to fill out the applications for a burial flag, 
a headstone, and the $250 burial allowance, and thus save the Government a Jot 
of money. 

ALBERT R. NICHOLS 
Senior Vice Commander, Department of Idaho. 


CHARLES BE. McMurray, 
Chaplain, Department of Idaho. 


JULY 23, 1959. 
Mrs. SPRINGER, 


Chief Clerk, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

I am writing about H R. 7650. I understand that a hearing is to start on 
July 28. We, the Veterans of World War I, do not want H.R. 7650. 
the bill, H.R. 1181. 

I am getting a pension of $78.75 a month, and have my mother to take eare 
of, and she is past 88 years old. Can Mr. Teague, of Texas, or any of you that 
is on the Senate Finance Committee, live on $78.75 or less like I have to? 
Mr. Teague, of Texas, wants us to. I believe that you all know that World 
War I veterans have a motto—that is, we support those that support us at the 
next election. 

Us veterans of World War I, would like to be able to buy a little bacon 
once in a while, and beefsteak at 98 cents a pound is out of this world. I am 
not alone in this fight for H.R. 118l—we that went overseas in 1917-18 and 
went through the gas war, and made the country safe for the Democrats, I 
hope that you will fight for bill H.R. 1181. And thanking all of you that sup 
port bill H.R. 1181. 

Why does the United States have to send so much money overseas? It does 
not buy friendship. Thanking you again. An old World War I veteran. 


We want 


HENRY Brrp, 
Payette, Idaho. 


VETERANS OF WorRLD WAR I oF THE U.S.A., 
MONTEZUMA BARRACKS No. 615, 
Taos, N. Mex., July 18, 1959. 
Hon. Dennis CHAVEZ, 
U.8. Senator, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR CHAVEZ: Montezuma Barracks No. 615, World War Veterans, 
U.S.A., of Taos, N. Mex., in a meeting regularly scheduled by its 116 active 
members, went on record instructing its legislative committee, to obtain in- 
formation immediately, regarding present status of H.R. 7650, in the Senate 
of the United States; the membership directed further, that the committee 
inform both our New Mexico Senators, our objection to the approval by the 
Senate of the United States, of H.R. 7650, unless same is amended to include 
the provisions for Veterans of World War I, contained in H.R. 1181; this latter 
has been approved by Veterans of World War I, U.S.A., by the local barracks 
and by States throughout the Nation. 

H.R. 7650, in its present form, is objectionable, viz: 

1. Does not recognize veterans of World War I as having served with honor 
and distinction. 

2. Fails to recognize veterans’ volunteer service of thousands who were i 
National Guard units, the various other branches of the Armed Forces, and the 
many other thousands who volunteered to form the first bulwark that permitted 
the Nation to prepare its offensive, by the several million American youth that 
followed. 
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8. Disregards the fact that thousands are dying each year, leaving needy 
widows and orphans. 

4, Forgets that the average age of World War I veterans is beyond 65 and 
employment out of consideration. 

It does set up, viz: 

1, Category of pauperism in order to qualify for pension benefits. 

9, Belief in the National Congress that all veterans of World War I and their 
families are still well off financially. 

8. Contention that all veterans of World War I are physically able to step out 
and obtain easily, employment of his choice. 

4, Pessimistic belief in the minds of thousands of World War I veterans, in 
that their sacrifices in 1917-18, were inferior to the services of thousands of 
yeterans, of wars prior to 1917, that were recognized by past National Congresses 
and national administrations. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Tue LEGISLATIVE COM MITTEE, 
FLOYD SANTISTEVAN, President. 
Fevix D. VALDES, Secretary. 

J. FELIx SANTISTEVAN 
J. M. Via, JR., 
G. B. GALLEGOS, Members. 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, DEPARTMENT OF IDAHO, 
Boise, Idaho, July 22, 1959. 
Hon. Harry Froop Byrp, 
U.S. Senator, 
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Senator Byrp: I am department commander of the American Legion 
in Idaho and I am in receipt of a telegram from Senator Frank Church stating 
that I would be permitted to testify before the Senate Finance Committee or 
submit a statement. I am a lawyer by profession and presently engaged in trial 
work requiring my presence here. For that reason, I am submitting a statement 
in lieu of testimony. 

H.R. 7650 is not all that the American Legion desired but has received the 
endorsement of the American Legion, VF W, Amvets, and DAV (reference, vol. 
105 Congressional Record, pp. 9788 and 9789). 

I personally feel that veterans and their dependents are entitled to considera- 
tion from their Government and this should include non-service-connected dis- 
abilities as well as service-connected disabilities and pensions for widows and 
orphans. In voicing this opinion, I am fully aware of the problems of inflation 
that face our Nation, and the American Legion has since its existence demanded 
a 100 percent Americanism program and national defense. Inflation is a prob- 
lem affecting these matters, but so is neglect of the veteran and his dependents. 

Constantly we hear the argument that the men and women of this Nation owe 
the patriotic duty to serve in the Armed Forces in time of war and lay down 
their lives if necessary. With this I agree, but as in all duties, there is a corre- 
sponding duty. That duty lies with the people of this Nation including 22 million 
veterans and their families. 

Historically, nations of the world have made provisions for veterans of the 
wars of those nations. I believe some of the reasons have been these: 

1. Service personnel, during time of war, generally serve for pay which is 
far less than persons engaged in civilian employment. 

2. They forfeit businesses and business opportunities existing during those 
times. 

3. Benefit programs for veterans are generally meager recompense for the 
opportunities and compensation lost. 

4. The success of a nation in war depends in large part upon the morale of 
the nation and to ignore those who served would be a devastating blow for 
a future enemy. 

I urge your committee's support of H.R. 7650. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Dovuetas D. KRAMER, 
Department Commander, 
The American Legion, Twin Falls, Idaho. 
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DEPARTMENT OF NEW JERSEY, 
VETERANS OF FOREIGN Wars, 
OF THE UNITED States, 
Trenton, N.J., July 27, 1959. 
Hon. Harry FLoop Byrp, 
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Derar CHAIRMAN: We have been looking forward to an opportunity to 
appear before your committee regarding the bill identified as H.R. 7650. We 
have just been advised your hearings will be held July 28-29, 1959. We have 
been further advised the departments of the Veterans of Foreign Wars will not 
have time made available to them to appear before you because the organi- 
zation is to be represented by Mr. Omar B. Ketchum, the national director 
of our legislative service. 

In lieu of a personal appearance before the committee, may we respectfully 
request the indulgence of the chairman and his committee to accept this written 
brief in order that our thoughts and sentiments regarding H.R. 7650 may be 
made a part of the hearings. We sincerely trust you will grant us this courtesy 
and have our brief entered on the printed transcript. 

We are opposed to H.R. 7650 in its entirety. This action was taken through 
a unanimous vote of our annual convention in Wildwood, N.J., Saturday, June 
27, 1959, and it was further implemented and affirmed by a similar unanimous 
vote in objection to H.R. 7650 in its entirety by the department council of 
administration at its regular meeting on July 19, 1959 at Trenton, N.J. 

We are of the opinion the method of determination of annual income is one 
which will cause many veterans to be excluded from benefits under this act. 
We specifically point out, in determining annual income, there has been included 
salary, retirement or annuity payments or similar income which has been 
waived irrespective of whether the waiver was made pursuant to statute, con- 
tract, or otherwise. 

This very provision makes a dead letter of the bill recently passed by the 
Congress which excluded income from the Railway Retirement Act and this 
is only one of many instances where a hardship will be worked on veterans who 
have, in the productive years of their life attempted to build a financial buffer 
against unforseen adversity. 

We would like to further point out under the present laws governing awards 
of pensions for non-service-connected disability, a veteran with an income of 
$1,400 per year if single, or $2,700 per year with a dependent, may receive 
$66.15 per month and if he has reached the age of 65 years, he is entitled to 
$78.75 a month and if in need of an attendant, $135.45 a month. 

Under the proposed schedule in H.R. 7650, the same veteran earning $1,400 or 
$2,700 per year will receive, as a single person $40 per month which is a loss of 
$38.75 a month. If he is 65 years of age and with a dependent he will receive 
$45 a month which is a loss of $33.75 a month. 

In the matter of the widow, we respectfully call your attention, under the 
present laws governing awards, a widow with no dependents is entitled to $50.40 
per month, with one child $63 per month plus $7.50 for each additional child. 
Under the proposed rates in H.R. 7650 this same widow with an income of $1,400 
per year would receive $25 a month or a monetary loss of $25.40 per month. 
The widow with a dependent and an income of $2,700 per year would receive 
$40 a month or a monetary loss of $23 per month. 

However, the main and most serious objection we have to this bill is set forth 
on page 6, lines 4 to 9 inclusive of the printed copy of the bill and it reads as 
follows: “The Administrator shall deny or discontinue payment of pension under 
section 521 of this title when the corpus of the veteran’s estate is such that under 
all the circumstances, including consideration of the veteran's income, it is 
reasonable that some part of the corpus be consumed for the veteran's mainte 
nance.” 

Having had many years experience with the administration of congressional 
laws by the Veterans’ Administration, we are aghast at the possibilities this par 
ticular section opens to the people who actually make the determination of the 
awards. It places a weapon in their hands which can be fatal to many deserving 
veterans, widows, and dependents, and we implore you, sir, if you do nothing 
else with this bill, at least strike from it the provisions relating to the corpus of 
the veteran’s estate. 
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We are at a loss to understand the thinking which has entered into the con- 
ception and handling of this particular bill. It seems to have been drawn with 
the primary thought in mind of keeping as many veterans as possible from 
receiving non-service-connected disability pensions. There will be millions of 
yeterans involved subsequent to the effective date of this act, July 1, 1960, if the 
gentlemen of the Senate do not stop this bill from becoming law. 

Another facet of the situation is the effect such thinking is having upon the 
younger generation who are being called into service through their draft boards. 
From personal observation we know of the resistance shown by draftees in 
World War II who plainly and emphatically stated they wanted no part of the 
service because of the way their veteran fathers had been treated by adverse 
yeteran legislation. 

May we again sincerely, earnestly, and as forcefully as possible ask you and 
your committee to give the most serious consideration to the ramifications of 
this bill with the full realization of the inevitable hardships it will work upon 
thousands of veterans and their dependents. The bill in its best aspects limits 
a single veteran with no dependents to a top annual income of $2,280. For the 
yeteran with a dependent, his top income is limited to $3,540 annually and of 
these two amounts, the Government will give him a yearly pension of $480 and 
$40 respectively. There have been known instances where citizens on relief 
are given a larger percentage of money than this bill would give the men and 
women who defended this country when it was in mortal danger. 

We are taking the liberty of sending copies of this letter to each member of 
your committee and to certain key people in the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 
We hope this will meet with your approval as time is of the essence. 

Trusting your committee will take at least these few objections into consider- 
ation, I am, 

Respectfully yours, 
S. Rea FEerzer, 
Legislative Officer, by Direction. 


IDAHO PENSION UNION, INC., 
Coeur d’ Alene, Idaho, July 23, 1959. 
CHAIRMAN, 
Senate Finance Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: My name is Thomas B. Wood. I am State president of 
the Idaho Pension Union, a nonprofit organization, incorporated in the State of 
Idaho. 

Our basic purpose is to work for all measures which we believe will further the 
best interests of the senior pensioners of America, both civil and military. 

With regard to H.R. 7650, passed by the House and presently before your 
committee and dealing with veterans pensions, our opposition to this measure is 
based principally on its premise of need as the basis for pension eligibility. 

We have been fighting for many years to help get in America a pension for all 
seniors, the only qualifications being those of age, citizenship, and a record of 
social service. We believe the real solution to the pension problem is to uni- 
versalize and liberalize OASI to cover all over 60, and to include hospital and 
medical benefits for those in need of same. 

This program is in line with the current Canadian plan and has been the essen- 
tial base of pension projects in most European countries for many years. 

Surely if a comparatively poor country such as Canada can inaugurate a 
universal pension based on right to all her senior citiens, we, the richest country 
in the world, should be able to extend equal, or greater, protection to our senior 
citizens, both civil and military. 

Any system of pensions based on need is humiliating, discriminatory, and in- 
efficient. 

Inherent in, and inseparable from, any system of pensions based on need are 
armies of investigators and multitudes of office personnel, serving no useful pur- 
pose and the cost of which is borne by the pension recipients themselves. 

There are very grave dangers inherent in this planned spread of the “need”. 
system of pensions. It is altogether possible that at some future date, enemies 
of OASI (and they are legion) will contend, as they are now contending in regard 
to veterans pensions, that many beneficiaries of OASI are financially independent 
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and that the payments should therefore be scaled down according to a presumed 
“need.” 

These are our principal reasons for our opposition to H.R. 7650. 

And now, Mr. Chairman, we thank you for this opportunity of presenting 
our views to your committee, and permit us to hope that you give H.R. 7650 a do 
not pass recommendation. 

Respectfully, 


THOs. B. Woop. 





CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, 
LEGISLATIVE DEPARTMENT, 


Washington, D.C., June 30, 1959. 
Hon. Harry F. Byrp, 


Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Deak SENATOR Byrrp: During the past quarter century we have seen social 
security gradually expanded until today it is a national program providing 
benefits to virtually all Americans in old age to prevent them from being in 
want and destitution. Seventy percent of the present aged and about 90 per. 
cent of those becoming 65 in the future are eligible for such benefits as a matter 
of right—that is, without a “needs test.” 

In the case of our more recent veterans, 95 percent will be eligible for such 
benefits at retirement age. In view of this maturing of the basic national] 
old-age benefit program, it is appropriate that this committee is now consider. 
ing proposals for adjusting the existing system of non-service-connected dis- 
ability benefits to veterans. 

Owing to this growth and development of social security providing benefit 
eligibility to virtually all Americans in old age, we endorse the basic princi- 
ples embodied in H.R. 6482, which you may want to consider as a substitute 
for H.R. 7650. 

H.R. 6432 would— 

(1) Modernize the test of need for a veteran’s non-service-connected pension 
by taking account of all income, not only of the veteran but also of his spouse, 
and also considering the veterans assets. We believe all assets should be 
included. 

(2) Establish a benefit scale which gears the benefit to the veteran’s need and 
pay appropriately smaller pensions to those veterans who are less needy. 

(3) Recognize that, with so many financial demands on the Federal Govern- 
ment, both for domestic responsibilities and for international relations, Ameri- 
can taxpayers cannot afford the growing burdens that will inevitably emerge 
under existing veterans’ non-service-connected pension laws. 

The national chamber opposes H.R. 7650. In general, we are opposed to this 
bill because it seeks to continue a philosophy which we believe has no place 
in our modern American society. This is a philosophy that there are and will 
continue to be at least two classes of older Americans—and that there should, 
therefore, be at least two different standards of need. The one under veteran’s 
legislation would apply to older people, older men primarily, who at some time 
earlier in life had had some attachment to the military services in time of con- 
flict, although their infirmaties are not the result of this service. The other 
standard of need, in old-age assistance, would be applicable to all other older 
Americans. 

H.R. 7650 would— 

(1) Initiate pensions for survivors of World War II and the Korean war. The 
chamber is opposed to this provision because virtually all these persons will 
be entitled to social security survivor benefits in amounts Congress has deemed 
adequate to prevent need. Thus, the added expenditures, totaling $23 billion 
in the next 40 years under this provision, are unjustified. 

(2) Establish a level of need for the single veteran, and for the married one, 
well above that for other older people. It would provide that a single veteran 
with as much as $1,800 of income and a married veteran with $3,000 would be 
deemed in need and would get a pension. In old-age assistance, no State has 
found that it takes as much as $1,500 to meet the basic needs of any aged 
person. In fact, half of the States find no more than $1,060 will provide for the 
basic needs of older people. The maximum social security old-age benefit today 
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to prevent need is less than $1,400—and will rise to no more than $1,524 by 
1969. 

The national chamber opposes H.R. 7650 because it establishes a concept of 
need greater than that in any State old-age assistance program, or embodied 
jin social security. Thus, it would pay pensions to many veterans who, by ac- 
cepted standards, are not truly in need. 

8. Establish the principle that, for those meeting the test of need, the veterans 
relatively more fortunate incomewise deserve to be assured higher total income 
than less fortunate veterans. For example, a single veteran with an income of, 
say, $600 would receive a pension giving him a total income of $1,620. Another 
with an income of $1,800 would receive a pension sufficient to give him a total 
income of $2,280. This would apply also to married veterans of different 
income levels. 

The national chamber is opposed to this provision because there is no justi- 
fication in raising through a non-service-connected disability pension the income 
of one needy veteran to a substantially higher level than that provided for 
another who is in greater need. 

4, Fail to establish a realistic test of need. It would exclude certain types 
of income, even though such funds were available to the veterans to buy the 
yarious necessities of life. 

The national chamber is opposed to this because it does not take full account 
of all income and all assets of the veteran as well as of his dependent wife. 

In summary, the national chamber endorses the major principles incorporated 
in H.R. 6432, which would: 

1. Relate these tax-free pensions to the degree of need of the aged veteran. 

2. Establish a reasonable test of need. 

8. Adjust the existing non-service-connected disability pension program so as 
to produce very substantial savings to the American public without inflicting 
injustices upon American veterans. 

The chamber is opposed to the underlying principles that H.R. 7650 seeks to 
initiate or perpetuate. H.R. 7650 would: 

1. Establish a needs test for aged veterans far more liberal than that for all 
other Americans. 

2. Treat veterans themselves in a grossly inequitable manner by raising some 
to higher income levels than others who are more needy. 

38. Exclude from the test of need certain kinds of income and assets to the 
advantage of some veterans and of no benefit to others. 

4. Require vast new expenditures and added tax burdens that cannot be 
justified. 

In considering veterans’ pension legislation, Congress is dealing with a multi- 
billion-dollar program. Under existing laws, the costs to the American tax- 
payers will aggregate $106 billion during the next 40 years. H.R. 7650 would 
increase costs to $115 billion. However, under H.R. 6432 an adequate program 
to provide for all needy veterans with no service-connected disability can be 
provided at a cost of $48 billion. 

We fully support adequate compensation for disability incurred in military 
service in our country’s wars; however, we believe that benefits, including pen- 
sions, which are based on wartime service alone, or on non-service-connected 
disability, for veterans not in need should be resisted, so that our national 
resources are not dissipated. 

Cordially yours, 
CLARENCE R. MILEs. 





CALIFORNIA STATE COUNCIL, 
AMERICAN VETERANS COMMITTEE, 
Berkeley, Calif., July 16, 1959. 
Hon. Harry F. Byrp, 
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR Byrp: I would like to say a few words against the veterans’ 
pension bill, H.R. 7650, which has recently passed the House. 

We understand that the bill was represented as saving the taxpayers money. 
We fail to see how a measure which raises pension rates and offers pensions to 
thousands of persons not now receiving them can save money. Nevertheless, the 
bill is now before the Senate and we think that body should defeat it. 
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The American Veterans Committee has always held that veterans’ benefits 
should be paid to those who need them as veterans. That is, where military 
service has been the cause of a need, that need should be met—and met ade. 
quately—through the Veterans’ Administration. 

As we see it, the present bill does nothing to raise to even a minimum ade 
quate level the compensation to those who have suffered disability through their 
service in the Armed Forces. Instead, it spends, over the years, billions of 
dollars which will always be viewed as “veterans’ benefits,” a budget item which 
“we” ought not to increase. H.R. 7650 would give money to veterans, but in no 
relation to their service. We do not consider this to be a veterans’ benefit, 

I see only one advance in philosophy in the bill, and it is offset by this prac- 
tice—it considers benefits in relation to other income. 

What we would like to see the Finance Committee recommend to the Senate 
is a tough revision of the standards. An income level should be established and 
the pensions paid up to that level, all other income being considered. If the 
Senate is not willing to revise H.R. 7650 to this extent, it should, we feel, defeat 
the measure outright. 

Very truly yours, 
BEN NEUFELD, 
State Chairman. 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
DEPARTMENT OF PENNSYLVANIA, 
Harrisburg, Pa., July 31, 1959. 
Hon. HArry F. Byrp, 
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR Byrp: I appreciate the fact that time did not permit calling all 
of the witnesses who were in Washington when your committee had under con- 
sideration H.R. 7650. I am therefore submitting the following statement which 
I would like to have placed in the record, as the record does indicate my presence 
at the hearings. 

H.R. 7650 presents a new concept for payment of veterans’ pensions whose 
disability was not as a result of service. It also provides for payment of pen- 
sions to widows of World War II and those of the Korean conflict on a parity 
with similar benefits which have been established for widows of World War I 
veterans. 

There are a number of radical and new changes made through this bill to the 
presently existing pension laws, all with the thought in mind that these would 
benefit a great number of veterans and their dependents. The only thing I 
desire to point out is the fact that through statements of witnesses who ap 
peared before your honorable committee there was an exaggerated cost projec- 
tion, which is not factual and not realistic. 

Might I say that any projection of any probable costs of any project projected 
to the year of 2000—or 40 years hence—by its own weight, provides a great deal 
of ieeway for error. The cost projection for H.R. 7650 is based on the supposi- 
tion that almost all World War II veterans and Korean veterans and their 
dependents would someday be entitled to benefits under the provisions of this 
law. Nothing could be further from the true facts. 

If we are going to suppose that certain things are going to happen in the next 
40 years, let us face them in a practical, objective spirit. World War II vet- 
erans presently have attained the average age of 40 years. By the year 2000— 
40 years hence—those who will be alive will have reached the age of 80. Prior 
to that time, while they are still in the vigor of their manhood, and their capa- 
bilities, through changes of approach to our social problems, which exist i 
business and industry, most if not all of these veterans of those two conflicts, 
as well as their widows and minor children, if any, will participate in retire 
ment benefits established for them in their business or industrial endeavors, to 
which some will make their own contribution, with industry paying the balance. 

Practically all of these veterans and their dependents will be beneficiaries 
upon reaching a certain age of social security benefits which, in the next 20 years 
(please note, I am not using the 40-year projection here) it is estimated will 
double or triple in benefit payments compared to payments made by OASI today. 
Similarly, retirement benefits will be much greater than those presently enjoyed 
by many who come under the provisions of this type of protection. 
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Therefore, it would seem sensible that very few, if any, veterans of either 
world War II or the Korean conflict, or their widows and their dependents, 
would be the beneficiaries of the provisions of H.R. 7650, which is now being 
considered by your honorable committee. It is my judgment, and I have been 
connected with rehabilitation and service work for the last 40 years; I have 
gen and lived through the progress that has been made in meeting new situa- 
tions in a new manner, seeing compensation and pension provisions improved 
from time to time. I have also followed and studied the development of social 
security benefits; the establishment of retirement benefits in industry, busi- 
pess, and labor organizations; and have noted with interest increased benefits 
available, not only to veterans who are employed, but our citizenry generally. 

I urge your honorable committee, which is considering the cost—even the 
extreme cost of the benefits to be derived by veterans and their dependents 
through passage of H.R. 7650—to consider the facts I have noted above. Also, 
to give some thought to the reasons why, in the projection of costs of this new 
pension bill, the opponents of the bill, in trying to frighten the American tax- 
payer—and we all are taxpayers—with the tremendous cost of this pension 
program 40 years hence, without also giving you the picture, such as I have 
outlined, as to the probability of only a very small segment of the present veteran 
population participating in this program as beneficiaries. 

The income limitations fixed in this bill at $1,800 for the single veteran 
and $3,000 for the veteran with a wife and/or dependent children are very modest, 
considering the high standards of living which prevail in this great Nation of ours. 
Through the passage of this bill, veterans who are unfortunate enough to become 
totally disabled while still in the prime of life or those who reach or have already 
reached retirement age and have need for help from a grateful Nation will 
receive modest additional funds to their very meager or low incomes, which 
will assist them in living decently and not become public charges. 

I earnestly ask you to give favorable consideration to H.R. 7650 and its pro- 
visions, to take care of the veteran whose disability, though not service con- 
nected, prevents him from following gainful occupation, and in many instances, 
will help him in caring for himself in the twilight of his life. 

I appreciate the courtesy extended to me in permitting me to have this state- 
ment included in the record of your hearings on this subject matter. 

Yours very truly, 
MICHAEL M. MARKOWITz, 
Rehabilitation Director. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS R. BUCHANAN OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF LIFE 
UNDERWRITERS TO THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE CONCERNING VETERANS’ 
PENSION LEGISLATION 


Iam Thomas R. Buchanan. of Arlington, Va., and I am an agent of the 
New York Life Insurance Co. I am submitting this statement in my capacity 
as chairman of the Committee on Affairs of Veterans and Servicemen of the 
National Association of Life Underwriters, which is a trade association repre- 
senting a membership of over 77,000 life insurance agents, general agents, and 
managers in all 50 States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico. 

The principal purpose of this statement is to express to your committee the 
views of my association concerning H.R. 7650, which is designed to modify and 
liberalize the pension programs for veterans of World War I, World War II, 
and the Korean conflict and their widows and children. This bill was passed 
by the House of Representatives on June 15, 1959. 

Before discussing H.R. 7650, however, I would like to state that it is our 
hope that your committee will see fit to substitute for this bill the provisions of 
H.R. 6432. In our opinion, H.R. 6432 is unquestionably the sounder and more 
desirable of the two measures for it would not only provide liberalized pensions 
for those veterans and survivors of veterans who are most in need and most 
deserving of Government assistance, but would also accomplish this objective 
at very welcome and substantial savings to the hard-pressed American tax- 
payers in the years ahead. 

In this connection, the Veterans’ Administration and the Bureau of the 
Budget have estimated that the existing veterans’ pension program will cost the 
taxpayers $105.7 billion over the next 40 years. The Bureau of the Budget 
has further estimated that H.R. 6432 would reduce this tremendous tax burden 
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by almost $48 billion whereas H.R. 7650 would increase it by still another $19 
billion. Thus your choice of H.R. 7650 over H.R. 6432 would mean a diversion 
of $58 billion that might otherwise be used for more urgent programs, genera} 
tax relief, and/or a substantial reduction in the national debt. 

We should also like to point out that all of the $10 billion additional net cost 
of H.R. 7650 would result from putting the widows and surviving children of 
veterans of World War II and the Korean conflict on equal terms with the 
widows and children of World War I veterans in determining eligibility foy 
pensions. While on the face of things the rules of justice and fair play woulq 
seem to demand such equality of treatment, we do wish to remind your com. 
mittee that compared with the veterans of World War I, the veterans of World 
War II and the Korean conflict have already been the beneficiaries of a tremep. 
dous amount of Government aid. Under these circumstances, we submit that 
the need for equalizing the treatment of their widows and children for pension 
purposes is based on a concept of equity that is more apparent than real, 

We could spell out additional reasons for believing that H.R. 6432 is super. 
rior to H.R. 7650. However, we could add nothing of substance to the views 
set forth in the statement made to your committee the other day by Maurice H. 
Stans, Director of the Bureau of the Budget. Accordingly, in order not to bur- 
den the record unduly, we simply wish to express our complete concurrence ip 
those views. : 

Having thus indicated our support of H.R. 6432, we should now like to recom. 
mend several amendments to H.R. 7650 in the event that your committee de 
cides to report out that particular measure. 

First of all, we note that H.R. 7650 would increase the maximum annual in- 
come limitations from $1,400 to $1,800 in the case of single veterans, widows, and 
dependent children, and from $2,700 to $3,000 in the case of veterans or widows 
with dependents. Keeping in mind that the sole justification and purpose of 
this type of legislation is to help the really needy among veterans and their 
survivors, we see absolutely no reason to increase these limitations. To do so 
would only result in adding to the pension rolls a large number of people whose 
total income in many cases would be substantially more than the income re- 
ceived by taxpaying citizens. 

Moreover, the proposed increases in maximum income limitations, together 
with the proposed new system of graduated income limitations, would create 
numerous anomalies among the pensioners themselves. Let us see, for example, 
how the total annual income of single veterans age 65 and over would be af- 
fected under H.R. 7650, as compared with existing law. 


Annual pension Total annual income 
Outside income vs 
Present la H.R. 765 I ‘ Decrease 
$600 or less $945 $1, 020 $75 
$601 to $1,200 45 x40 $105 
$1,201 to $1,400 ‘ 045 im) 465 
$1,401 to $1,800__. 0 iM 15/ 


In the case of married veterans age 65 or over, the results would be as follows: 


| | 
Annual pension | rotal annual income 
Outside income ao 
Present law H.R. 7650 Increase Decrease 
$1,000 or less___- $945 $1, O80 $135 
$1,001 to $2,000 O45 000 $45 
$2,001 to $2,700_. 04 10 405 
$2,701 to $3,000__- 0 540 10 
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From the above, it is obvious that those veterans least in need would be the 
principal beneficiaries of H.R. 7650, 

Second, the bill provides that in computing the annual income limitations, there 
shall be excluded a number of items such as payments under policies of U.S. 
government Life Insurance and National Service Life Insurance; payments 
under public or private retirement, annuity, endowment, or similar plans or pro- 
grams equal to the veteran’s contributions thereto; ete. Exclusion of income 
from sources such as these would result in many individuals of substantial 
means continuing to qualify for pension payments. Again keeping in mind that 
the pension program should be designed to help only those in real need, we 
recommend that all income received by a veteran or his widow or children, other 
than donations from public or private relief or welfare organizations, be made 
subject to the income limitations of the law. 

Third, we think that H.R. 7650 takes a step in the right direction by providing 
that under proposed new section 521(e) of title 88, United States Code, a portion 
of the income of a veteran’s wife may be treated as income to the veteran himself. 
However, the proposed new section contains some questionable “hedging” lan- 
mage to the effect that the wife’s income will not be counted unless “reasonably 
available to or for the veteran” or if “in the judgment of the Administrator to do 
so would work a hardship upon the veteran.” Furthermore, there would be 
excluded the greater of $1,200 or 50 percent of the wife’s income, even though 
such income was entirely unearned. This might lead many veterans to transfer 
income-producing assets to their wives in order to get around the income limita- 
tions of the law. 

Therefore, we recommend that proposed new section 521(e) (1) be amended to 
read substantially as follows: 

“(e) For the purposes of this section— 

“(1) in determining annual income, where a veteran is living with his spouse, 
all income of the spouse, except $1,200 of her earned income or 50 per centum of 
such earned income, whichever is the greater, shall be considered as the income 
of the veteran ;” 

Fourth, H.R. 7650 also takes another step in the right direction by providing 
in proposed new section 522 of title 38, United States Code, for the denial or dis- 
continuance of a pension “when the corpus of the veteran’s estate is such that 
under all the circumstances, including consideration of the veteran’s income, it 
is reasonable that some part of the corpus be consumed for the veteran’s main- 
tenance.” However, this section should also provide for consideration of the 
veterans wife’s estate in this type of situation for what we think are obvious 
reasons. 

Finally, H.R. 7650 would provide that under proposed new section 542(c) of 
title 38, United States Code, the child of a deceased veteran would be disquali- 
fed from receiving a pension only if he had annual unearned income of more 
than $1,800. We see no reason why this income limitation should not be based 
on both earned and unearned income. 

Notwithstanding the above recommendations regarding the amendment of 
H.R. 7650, we wish to make it absolutely clear that we support the provisions of 
H.R, 6432. My association has enthusiastically applauded the growing recog- 
nition by Congress and the administration of the increasingly devastating threat 
that inflation poses to the Nation’s economy and the need for very sober reflec- 
tion and restraint in considering legislative proposals that would tend to increase 
the national debt or jeopardize the achievement of a balanced budget. As an 
association we have long endorsed all programs of economy in Government, and 
we are even now conducting an extremely active program in opposition to 
further inflation. We see in H.R. 6432 a measure that would not only make 
adequate provision for needy veterans and their survivors but also—and equally 
important—represent a great advance in the direction of sound economic house- 
keeping for the Nation as a whole. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THOMAS R, BUCHANAN, 
Chairman, Committee on Affairs of Veterans and Servicemen, 
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YauN MANUFACTURING Co., Ive., 


Baton, Rouge, La., August 4, 1959, 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, 


U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
(Attention : Senator Harry F. Byrd, Chairman). 

GENTLEMEN : We noted in a recent publication that the Senate Finance Com. 
mittee is presently studying a House-passed bill (H.R. 765) which, if ap 
will cost the American taxpayers approximately $95 billion more, over the next 
40 years, than the present veteran pension payments are now costing us, 

We want to see our veterans treated fairly, but we sincerely believe that 
H.R. 6432 would take care of our veterans and at the same time help to relieve 
taxpayers of some of their burden, which at the present time is so great that 
the American people hardly know which way to turn. 

Therefore, we would like to go on record as being opposed to H.R. 7650 and 
urge you to replace this bill with H.R. 6432 or a bill with similar features. 

Yours very truly, 


J. CLirton YAUN, Sr. 
(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m. the committee adjourned. ) 
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